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Response to Letter S1  

State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research  
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 

 
S1-1 The comment includes a notice from State Clearinghouse verifying that Draft PEIR public 

review had been extended. This letter has been noted and included in the record for review 
and consideration by the decision-making body. No further response is required. 
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Response to Letter S2 

State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research  
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 

 
S2-1 The comment includes a notice from State Clearinghouse providing a copy of a letter 

prepared by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). This Caltrans letter is 
addressed below as Letter S3. No further response is required. 
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Response to Letter S3 

State of California, California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 
 
S3-1 The comment provides introductory remarks about Caltrans’ mission and to conduct land 

use project review to ensure consistency with their mission. 
 
S3-2 The comment states that traffic volumes under existing conditions published in the Draft 

PEIR are lower than Caltrans’ published volumes. The comment also states there is a 
difference between peak hour times in the PEIR (which relied on data from the City of 
Carlsbad) compared to Caltrans’ data. Caltrans requested to review the analysis based on 
their peak hour times. 

 
Following submittal of Caltrans’ comments to the Draft PEIR, County staff met with Caltrans 
to discuss this comment on April 16 and April 19, 2018, and both parties reached an 
agreement that the Draft PEIR analysis is appropriate. Specifically, selection of the peak 
hour in the analysis is consistent with City of Carlsbad & San Diego Traffic Engineers’ 
Council (SANTEC) methodology, and with the “common rules” as set forth in Caltrans’ 
December 2002 published guidance: Caltrans Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact 
Studies. The traffic study methodology follows the Caltrans guidelines. County staff 
confirmed that existing weekday AM and PM peak hour (7:00-9:00 AM and 4:00-6:00PM) 
traffic volumes should be used from the TMP, and are most relevant to the project impact 
area. Comparison of Caltrans peak hour to the project’s peak hour analysis are not 
equivalent since each agency applied different peak hour timeframes based on the 
roadways within their jurisdiction. The City’s peak hour analysis, particularly in the 5-6PM 
timeframe, is most relevant to this project, as it demonstrates the movement of traffic from 
all directions from the I-5 facility onto the City’s roadways and towards the airport. 

 
In addition, in consideration of Caltrans’ comment regarding the Master Plan Update traffic 
volumes at these alternate peak hour timeframes, County staff agreed at the April 19 
meeting to augment the CEQA analysis by also looking at the same traffic volumes in the 
11AM-12PM and 1-2PM time frames. As such, the County studied the Caltrans ramp data 
and City of Carlsbad 24-hour data on Palomar Airport Road to calculate existing turn 
volumes for the 11AM-12PM and 1-2 PM time frames. These existing volumes were then 
extrapolated (using the same methodology as the Master Plan Update PEIR traffic study) to 
estimate long-term and project-related traffic volumes for these times frames. Analysis was 
performed for these scenarios to Caltrans satisfaction, and the levels of service would not 
cause a significant impact to traffic at the Caltrans facility. 

 
On May 1, 2018, the County submitted a letter to Caltrans summarizing the above 
discussion and resolution. On May 16, 2018, Caltrans submitted a response letter to the 
County confirming their original March 15, 2018 comment letter on the Draft PEIR is no 
longer applicable, and Caltrans concurs with the PEIR traffic analysis. Therefore, no 
changes to the PEIR have been made in response to this comment. 

 
S3-3 This comment discusses the project study’s approach to analyzing the function of the 

Palomar Airport Road / I-5 northbound ramps intersection. Specifically, the comment states 
that Caltrans does not accept having a level of service lower than D per leg.   

 
Following submittal of Caltrans’ comments to the Draft PEIR, County staff met with Caltrans 
to discuss this comment on April 16 and April 19, 2018, and both parties reached an 
agreement the PEIR analysis is appropriate. Specifically, the PEIR intersection analysis 
methodology is consistent with the common rules as set forth in the currently utilized 
Caltrans published guidance, which does not require a “per leg” analysis. Similarly, 
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SANTEC guidance, City of Carlsbad standards, and other major public and private traffic 
impact studies in the region are not conducted with a “per leg” analysis. Both Caltrans and 
County staff concurred at the aforementioned meetings that the County’s approach to the 
analysis of the intersection was valid and consistent with regional standards which require 
that significance is determined by assessing the entire intersection and not based on the 
level of service for the individual legs (per leg) of an intersection.  

 
In addition, in consideration of Caltrans’ comment, the County agreed to supplement the 
CEQA analysis by also looking at project impacts on a per-leg basis incorporating optimized 
traffic signal phasing in a manner consistent with Caltrans signal timing. As such, the 
County re-modeled the intersection’s Synchro analysis of the Palomar Airport Road/I-5 
northbound ramps intersection during the AM and PM commuter peak hours on a per-leg 
basis and shows no significant impact would occur as the off-ramp leg of the intersection 
would operate at LOS D or better. The PEIR has been revised to reflect these calculations. 
It was further discussed that Caltrans controls the signal timing and can adjust the timing to 
minimize backups onto I-5. 

 
On May 1, 2018, the County submitted a letter to Caltrans summarizing the above 
discussion and resolution. On May 16, 2018, Caltrans submitted a response letter to the 
County confirming their original March 15, 2018 comment letter on the Draft PEIR is no 
longer applicable, and Caltrans concurs with the PEIR traffic analysis. Therefore, no 
changes to the PEIR have been made in response to this comment. 
 

S3-4 The comment states that any work performed within Caltrans right-of-way would require 
discretionary review and approval by Caltrans and an encroachment permit. At this time, 
the County does not propose any improvements or encroachment within Caltrans right-of-
way. If this would occur, the County would coordinate with Caltrans to seek applicable 
review and permit approvals. Therefore, no changes to the PEIR have been made in 
response to this comment. 
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Response to Letter S4 

State of California, Regional Water Quality Control Board – San Diego 
 

S4-1 This comment provides introductory and background information on the water quality plans 
and permits implemented by the San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB) that are applicable to the individual elements of the Master Plan Update. PEIR 
Section 3.1.6 evaluated implementation of the Master Plan Update and its effects on water 
quality, specifically regulatory compliance. Section 3.1.6.2.3 concluded that as individual 
activities are proposed under the Master Plan Update and PEIR, they will be evaluated to 
ensure full compliance with the standards set forth by the County, including all applicable 
regulatory ordinances in effect at that time. To reduce the potential impacts to water quality, 
individual activities would also be required to comply with the SWRCB Construction 
General Permit and the NPDES Municipal Permit, as applicable, which would require the 
implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), thereby conforming 
to applicable federal, state, or local “Clean Water” statutes or regulations. Implementation of 
these measures would comply with state and federal water quality regulations and reduce 
potential water quality impacts to less than significant. No changes to the PEIR have been 
made in response to this comment. 

 
S4-2 This comment summarizes the existing Waste Discharge Requirements and Monitoring and 

Reporting Program, including issuance dates, for the portions of the airport underlain by 
three units of inactive landfill. No changes to the PEIR have been made in response to this 
comment, and no further response is required. 

 
S4-3 This comment states that an extension of the existing taxiway and other modifications may 

affect the integrity of the landfill cover, and it states the County is required to adhere to 
CalRecycle 2007 requirements. The County presumes the CalRecycle 2007 citation is in 
reference to the State of California Inspection Guidance for State Minimum Standards at 
Closed, Illegal, and Abandoned Disposal Sites as cited in the PEIR Section 2.1.2.1. The 
County concurs that as individual project elements are proposed that would require 
excavation, grading, or other earthwork activities over the inactive landfill, engineering 
design plans would be needed to ensure the protective cap on the inactive landfill maintains 
a non-permeable layer designed to exclude water infiltration. As discussed in the PEIR 
Section 2.1.2.1, the County is also aware of the prohibitions of installing utilities in or below 
landfill layer intended for final cover. The County would also incorporate structural design 
recommendations from a detailed subsurface geotechnical evaluation report. 

 
 Additionally, the County would prepare a Stormwater Water Pollution Prevention Plan 

(SWPPP) and implement pre- and post-construction Best Management Practices (BMPs), 
in consultation with the San Diego County Regional Water Quality Control Board, which 
would minimize the potential for unstable soils.  

 
 No changes to the PEIR have been made in response to this comment. 
 
S4-4 This comment states that polluted groundwater is located downgradient of the inactive 

landfill Unit 1, and dewatering, grading, or construction in this area may require that solid, 
liquid, or gaseous wastes be managed and disposed of in compliance with applicable 
federal, State and local requirements. As noted in the PEIR, the County anticipates a 
potentially significant impact would occur from hazards or hazardous materials regarding 
grading and/or excavation activities over the inactive landfill units or other areas of known 
contaminated soil and/or groundwater. As a result, Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1 would be 
implemented to reduce this impact to less than significant.  No changes to the PEIR have 
been made in response to this comment. 
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S4-5 This comment states that specialized drilling methods may be required as waste is 

encountered during drilling activities. It also states that any construction activities that 
produce waste must include a plan for managing and disposing of the waste. The County 
acknowledges the Proposed Project would include construction activities located over an 
inactive landfill.  Please see Response to Comment S4-3. In addition, the PEIR disclosed 
that Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1 would be implemented prior to grading or excavation over 
the inactive landfill. This mitigation measure identifies that a Soil Management Plan (or 
equivalent remediation plan) shall be prepared in accordance with applicable federal, state, 
and local requirements for the purpose of removing, treating, or otherwise reducing 
potential contaminant concentrations to below human or ecological health risk thresholds. 
The Soil Management Plan (or equivalent remediation plan) shall outline methods for 
characterizing and classifying soil for off-site disposal, as needed, during site development. 

 
As this comment does not specifically identify an environmental issue with the PEIR 
analysis or proposed mitigation, no changes to the PEIR have been made in response to 
this comment. 

 
S4-6 This comment states that permanent pressurized irrigation lines should not be installed on 

the surface of the inactive landfill. The County concurs with this comment, and PEIR 
Section 2.1.2.1 included a similar statement.  No changes to the PEIR have been made in 
response to this comment. 

 
S4-7 The comment states that the County should prepare a Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD) 

for the RWQCB to assess potential impacts to the existing landfill cover system, the 
continued function of the water quality monitoring systems, and any potential need to revise 
or amend existing requirements of Order No. 96-13. The County agrees that as individual 
project elements are proposed that may encounter inactive landfill materials during 
construction, engineering design plans would be needed to analyze potential impacts to the 
integrity of any portion(s) of the landfill cover, existing sub-drain system, or water quality 
monitoring system. 

 
 As described in the PEIR, the exact scope, scale, and timing for construction of the Master 

Plan Update elements will be determined once elements are proposed that may encounter 
inactive landfill materials during construction. At that time, the County would coordinate with 
RWQCB to ensure all applicable permitting is secured, and all applicable monitoring and 
reporting is conducted. 

 
S4-8 These are conclusion comments. They do not raise specific issues regarding the content of 

the PEIR, but will be included as part of the administrative record and made available to the 
County Board of Supervisors prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project. 
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Response to Letter L1 

Kaplan Kirsch & Rockwell (representing City of Carlsbad) 
 
L1-1 This comment includes a request for a 30-day extension during Draft PEIR public review 

period. As documented, the public review was extended an additional 31 days. No further 
response is required. Also refer to Master Response 2 (Public Review Period 
Extension). 
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Response to Letter L2 

San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) 
 

L2-1 The County acknowledges these introductory comments; however, they do not raise an 
issue concerning the analysis or adequacy of the PEIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088. Therefore, no further response is required. This comment is included in the 
Final PEIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors prior to a final 
decision on the project. 

 
L2-2 This comment requests adding reference to the 2015 San Diego Forward: The Regional 

Plan instead of the 2050 Regional Transportation Plan. As requested, the PEIR Section 
3.1.5.1 has been revised to reflect the 2015 Regional Plan. 

 
L2-3 The comment encourages the County to consider the Master Plan Update’s potential 

impact on future transit routes within the vicinity of the Airport. As requested by the City of 
Carlsbad, the PEIR included an analysis of potential impacts to multi-modal levels of 
service, including bicycle, pedestrian, and transit. As described in PEIR Section 2.5.4.6, the 
project would not result in impacts to these multi-modal methods of transportation, including 
transit. Furthermore, implementation of the Master Plan Update would not preclude the 
development or the public’s utilization of future transit routes. The County supports the 
utilization of transit to reach the Airport. Therefore, no changes to the PEIR have been 
made in response to this comment. 

 
L2-4 This comment asks the County to consider incorporating various improvements identified in 

SANDAG’s Airport Multimodal Accessibility Plan (AMAP) into the proposed Master Plan 
Update. The comment is correct that the Master Plan Update does not propose roadway or 
transit access improvements. In part, this is because the Master Plan Update’s PEIR did 
not identify significant impacts to these facilities requiring mitigation. Furthermore, 
improvements identified in the Master Plan Update focus on facilities located within the 
airport boundary. As noted in PEIR Objective 7, major reconstruction of existing 
businesses, infrastructure, and transportation systems can have significant impacts on an 
airport and the surrounding area. Such projects add cost, impact operations, capacity, and 
can have unintended environmental impacts. The project (i.e., Master Plan Update) should 
minimize changes to the surrounding community and infrastructure.  

 
The County agrees that the four improvement projects cited in this comment would be 
valuable to the community and region; however, these improvements are not within the 
County’s scope or jurisdiction, and as discussed above these improvements are not 
required to implement the proposed Master Plan Update. Therefore, while the AMAP is 
referenced in the PEIR for the purposes of discussing air quality and greenhouse gas 
emissions, the County is not required to incorporate AMAP improvements into the Master 
Plan Update. Implementation of the Master Plan Update would not preclude the 
development of such improvements by SANDAG or the City of Carlsbad. Therefore, no 
changes to the PEIR have been made in response to this comment. 
 

L2-5 The comment requests the County to consider integrating Transportation Demand 
Management (TDM) strategies to help mitigate traffic impacts and reduce parking demand 
as airport demand increases. In general, the County supports TDM strategies to help 
alleviate traffic congestion.  

 
However, as noted in the PEIR, a traffic impact at the intersection of Palomar Airport Road / 
El Camino Real (TR-2) was identified as a result of the proposed Master Plan Update. In 
accordance with City of Carlsbad Mobility Element Policy 3-P.11, this intersection is exempt 
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from City LOS standards, which requires implementation of TDM or Transportation System 
Management (TSM) strategies. As such, Mitigation Measure M-TR-2 is proposed to 
implement a TSM strategy in coordination with the City of Carlsbad as owner of the 
surrounding roadway network. As individual Master Plan Update elements are proposed 
that would trigger Impact TR-2, the County is amenable in coordinating with City staff to 
identify specific mitigation, as applicable. Furthermore, this comment does not specifically 
identify an environmental issue with the PEIR analysis or proposed mitigation. Therefore, 
no changes to the PEIR have been made in response to this comment. 
 

L2-6 The comment provides citations for additional information regarding TDM programs and 
strategies, and the AMAP. No response is required.  

 
L2-7 The comment provides SANDAG’s contact information for additional notifications. This 

information has been added to the County’s distribution list, and additional environmental 
documents (i.e., portions of the recirculated Draft PEIR and these responses) have been 
provided to SANDAG as requested. 
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Response to Letter L3 

City of Carlsbad 
 
L3-1 This comment indicates City of Carlsbad comments are enclosed. The County recognizes 

and appreciates the long-standing working relationship with the City, and the history of 
coordination between our two agencies. As explained throughout these responses, various 
revisions to the PEIR and Master Plan Update have been made, where applicable. No 
further response is required. 

 
L3-2 The comment cites the beginning of remarks and corrections to the Master Plan Update. No 

response is required. 
 
L3-3 The comment includes remarks regarding the boundaries of McClellan-Palomar Airport 

(Airport). Figures provided in the Master Plan Update adequately identify which boundaries 
are part of the Airport or property owned by County Airports.  

 
L3-4 The comment requests for the Master Plan Update to include both the current and 

proposed Airport Layout Plan (ALP), including Airport property boundaries. Following FAA 
guidance (Advisory Circular 150/5070-6B), the ALP is not required to be included in the 
Master Plan Update. Upon decision by the County Board of Supervisors on the alternatives 
in Master Plan Update, a revised ALP will be prepared consistent with the Board’s selected 
alternative. The ALP will include a property inventory.  

 
L3-5 The comment seeks clarification whether the County is proposing aeronautical use changes 

to surrounding Airport-owned properties. At this time, the County is not proposing any 
changes in land designations or uses. All County-owned properties are proposed to remain 
under the same aeronautical or non-aeronautical uses as shown on the current ALP. 
However, it is important to clarify that the Eastern Parcel (located at northeast intersection 
of El Camino Real and Palomar Airport Road) currently maintains an existing navigational 
lighting system that would be relocated once runway improvements are proposed that 
would affect the lighting distances. Although owned by County Airports, the Eastern Parcel 
is not currently designated for aeronautical uses. In general, non-aviation use property may 
provide support for items such as navigational aids and obstruction lights. 

 
L3-6 The comment clarifies that the term “Airport” should not be used to refer to an entity. The 

Master Plan Update has been revised to use the term “Airport” only when referring to the 
facility, and the terms County, County Airports, or Airport Sponsor are used to describe the 
airport operator. 

 
L3-7 “Modifications to standard” will be considered and approved by the FAA at the time the ALP 

is submitted for approval. While it has not been possible to get an earlier approval of 
proposed modifications to standard from the FAA, the County has been careful to ensure all 
proposed modifications are approvable. The modifications to standard that will be sought 
with each alternative are set forth in the Master Plan Update. These modifications are 
sought primarily to avoid impacts on small portions of private properties north of the current 
Airport fence line property boundary.   

 
L3-8 The comment cites the beginning of remarks to Runway Protection Zones (RPZs). The 

County acknowledges these introductory remarks, and please refer to Response to 
Comments L3-9 through L3-11 below. 

 
L3-9 The comment asks the County explain which FAA policies dictate permissible land uses 

within RPZs, whether the County intends to seek land use restrictions within RPZs, whether 
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the County will seek to acquire property, and if any restrictions would be imposed within 
non-compliant RPZs. Compatibility of land use in RPZs is the responsibility of the San 
Diego County Regional Airport Authority (SDCRAA) serving as the region’s Airport Land 
Use Commission, and ultimately the City of Carlsbad as the municipality governing zoning 
and land use within the City. The Master Plan Update and the resultant ALP will not 
establish land use restrictions in RPZ areas. The County does have responsibilities as the 
recipient of funding from the FAA to address compatible land use in RPZ areas and will 
take action consistent with FAA requirements. FAA requirements addressing RPZs are 
discussed in FAA Advisory Circular 150/5300-13A. Consistent with these requirements, 
FAA encourages an airport sponsor to make an effort to acquire property interests in areas 
subject to RPZs. Where it is not feasible to obtain a sufficient property interest, the County 
would work with the SDCRAA and City to encourage that compatible land uses are ensured 
through zoning or other land use restrictions. It is unclear from the comment how the City 
defines “non-compliant” RPZs. All RPZs would comply with FAA requirements; however, at 
this time it would speculative to identify whether future land uses would be incompatible 
with the Airport RPZs. Similarly, at this time it is unknown whether FAA would require the 
County to seek land use restrictions within the RPZs, and what authority the FAA would 
execute to enforce such a request.    

 
L3-10 The comment requests the County to address how land acquisition may affect the need for 

additional approval by the City of Carlsbad or County. As noted in the previous response to 
Comment Letter L3, the County will make an effort to seek property interests in RPZs in a 
manner that is consistent with FAA requirements. These interests could range from 
acquisition of fee title to an easement acceptable to the FAA. Property acquisition is 
considered in the Master Plan Update as a means of ensuring compatible land use within 
RPZs. However, RPZs are not proposed for acquisition in the Master Plan Update for the 
purposing of expanding Airport facilities. Since RPZ acquisition would only be proposed as 
a means of ensuring land use compatibility, it does not qualify as an expansion of the 
Airport that would trigger City approval or Carlsbad Municipal Code section 21.53.015. As 
discussed in Response to Comment L3-9, the SDCRAA is the agency responsible for 
identifying land use compatibility once a project alternative is selected and the ALP is 
prepared. 

 
L3-11 The comment requests an explanation how the RPZ areas could change under the Master 

Plan Update, including any consequences associated with CUP 172. As published with the 
recirculated portions of the Draft PEIR, the County developed exhibits showing possible 
RPZ boundaries based on the various project alternatives. These exhibits are intended to 
show the range of possible RPZ locations and dimensions. Ultimately, the location and 
extent of the Airport’s RPZs will be reflected the FAA-approved ALP.  

 
 With regard to CUP 172 and CUP 172B, the location of land within RPZs does not require a 

use permit or use permit amendment.  The identification of land within an RPZ does not 
establish a use by the County. Private property owners may continue to own and use 
properties in RPZ. The acquisition of a property interests by the County within an RPZ may 
similarly have no effect on existing uses. Compatible land uses on private property may 
continue subject to a County easement. 

 
L3-12 The comment notes that aircraft larger than B-II have been using the Airport, and asks 

whether it would be unsafe for the Airport continue to accommodate aircraft larger and 
faster than B-II until improvements are made. The FAA uses Airport Reference Codes 
(ARC) to establish design standards for airports. When selecting an ARC, the FAA requires 
airport sponsors to use the ARC for the most demanding aircraft or group of aircraft with 
500 or more annual operations at the airport. For McClellan-Palomar Airport, the current 
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design critical aircraft is ARC D-III due to the number of D-III aircraft currently using the 
Airport.  

 
 It should be clarified that an ARC for an airport is a planning tool. The safe use of an airport 

by aircraft is dependent on a range of factors, many of which do not rely on an airport’s 
ARC. For example, the weight and technical specifications of an aircraft can influence 
operational conditions such as safe stopping distance, so that a larger and faster D-III 
aircraft with a more modern braking system can stop in a shorter distance than a B-II 
aircraft. It is, accordingly, inaccurate to directly translate ARC into a safety requirement for 
airfield design. However, achieving FAA design standards for the design critical aircraft 
would provide a wider safety margin for aircraft that an airport is designed to accommodate.  
Aircraft meeting the classification of D-III can safely operate at a B-II airport.   

 
 The comment also includes remarks asking the County to address the safety benefits of a 

runway extension and whether there is a safety mandate from the FAA. The comment 
notes that the Master Plan Update requests the County to distinguish these benefits from 
business or user-enhancement benefits. 

 
 The goal and intent of the Master Plan Update is to better accommodate existing Airport 

users. Meeting FAA design standards and providing greater runway length for these users 
will provide both an increased margin of safety and greater efficiency. Aircraft classified as 
C-III and D-III currently using the Airport cannot takeoff with maximum fuel loads. This may 
require operators of these aircraft to schedule additional refueling stops for longer range 
flights. This is both inefficient and potentially creates greater safety risks by necessitating 
additional landings and takeoffs to refuel. In addition, as the comment notes, additional 
paved surface does provide greater safety by providing additional stopping distance for 
aircraft with greater weight or loading factors. Increasing runway length is a County safety 
and operational efficiency objective of the Master Plan Update. 

 
 The County agrees with the City that there would be added safety benefits from a runway 

extension as proposed in the Master Plan Update. However, the County does not agree 
that additional analysis is required to address the impacts of the runway extension on 
aircraft users when one takes into account limits placed on growth by the Master Plan 
Update.  The Master Plan Update makes no provision for the acquisition of additional land 
for parking, hangars, or other airport facilities. This is because the users to be 
accommodated are already using the Airport or can be accommodated by existing facilities.  
No further studies are warranted to demonstrate the benefits of the Master Plan Update.   

 
L3-13 This comment notes that the PEIR does not address whether environmental review is 

needed pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The comment requests 
the County to disclose whether NEPA documentation would be prepared for the Master 
Plan Update. While the FAA does not take a discretionary action on the Master Plan 
Update, FAA is expected to “conditionally approve” the ALP associated with the selected 
alternative after the ALP is prepared and submitted to FAA. At that time (when subsequent 
discretionary approval of the ALP or individual projects is taken by the FAA, the County 
would work with the FAA to conduct the necessary environmental review pursuant to 
NEPA. However, no NEPA documentation is required for the County’s decision to proceed 
with approval of the Master Plan Update. The public would be informed of any opportunity 
to participate in preparation of NEPA documentation, if applicable, as required by the FAA. 

 
L3-14 The comment states that several exhibits, tables, and references in the Master Plan Update 

contain incorrect labeling, numbering, or other errors. The County appreciates the comment 
and has reviewed and revised the Master Plan Update to ensure consistency. 
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L3-15 The comment includes an excerpt from the Master Plan Update stating that approval of the 
Master Plan Update could make the County Board of Supervisors Policy F-44 obsolete, and 
the Board of Supervisors may determine that Policy F-44 should be repealed. The comment 
asks whether a potential repeal of Policy F-44 would be an action that needs to be 
evaluated in the PEIR. At this time the Master Plan Update does not propose changes to 
the number of passengers allowed by Policy F-44. For a discussion of the forecasted critical 
aircraft, please refer to Section 3.10.3 of the Master Plan Update as well as Sections 3.9 
and 3.10 for a discussion of air carrier operations forecast during the next 20-year planning 
period. 

 
L3-16 The comment states that although FAA has no objections if the County chooses to use a 

forecasted Planning Activity Level (PAL), this does not address the question of whether the 
FAA has formally approved the use of any forecast other than the Terminal Area Forecast. 
The County acknowledges this comment; however, it does not raise an issue concerning 
the analysis or adequacy of the PEIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. 
Therefore, no further response is required.  

 
L3-17 The comments asks the County to explain “why the forecasted passenger enplanement 

level is so high.” Please refer to various sections of the Master Plan Update that describe 
the forecasted enplanements including, but not limited to, Section 3.7 (Passenger 
Enplanement Forecasts) and Section 3.10.5 (Facility Planning Forecast). Furthermore, this 
comment does not raise an issue concerning the analysis or adequacy of the PEIR 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088. Therefore, no further response is required. 

 
L3-18 The comment references other commercial airports throughout the United States and asks 

several questions to justify the projected increase in commercial activity. Please refer to 
Response to Comment L3-17 for discussion of how the forecasted passenger 
enplanement levels were developed. 

 
L3-19 The comment asks the County to clarify whether the Master Plan Update would induce 

demand at the Airport. The comment requests the County to disaggregate the forecast to 
the show the different factors attributing to induced aircraft operations. As discussed in the 
Master Plan Update, changes in operational levels are expected to increase annually at a 
modest level as compared to the previous planning period. The forecast scenarios include 
assumptions about the increase in aircraft operations and are not dependent on airfield 
capacity improvements or other infrastructure improvements. Rather, the forecast scenarios 
were developed to anticipate foreseeable demand for Airport facilities and infrastructure. As 
a result, this would help identify which facilities should be improved to meet the projected 
forecast. In other words, the incremental increase in aircraft operations projected in the 
Master Plan Update is expected to naturally occur throughout the 20-year planning period 
whether or not the Master Plan Update is implemented. Therefore, it can be concluded that 
the Master Plan Update would not induce the forecasted aircraft operations. Also, please 
refer to Master Response 9 (Increase in Aircraft Operations). 

 
L3-20 The statement from the Master Plan Update as quoted in this comment was not 

incorporated in the PEIR’s assumptions or quantified analysis. While there may be 
environmental benefits from aircraft no longer needing to refuel at a local or regional airport, 
this efficiency was not assumed in the PEIR’s calculated air quality analysis. No further 
response is required, and no changes were made to the PEIR in response to this comment. 

 
L3-21 The comment requests detailed information regarding the location, length, and height of 

retaining walls associated with the Master Plan Update. As noted in the PEIR, the Master 
Plan Update is a long-term planning document, and the exact scope, scale, and timing for 
implementation of each project-specific element will be determined once funding is 
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identified for project design engineering and construction. Therefore, the associated 
environmental impact for each element, and the Master Plan Update as a whole, is 
analyzed at a programmatic level for the purpose of environmental analysis. Additional 
analysis under CEQA will be required for projects at the time that they are designed and 
proposed. As such, the project-specific details of a potential retaining wall has not been 
defined at this time. As funding is identified for project engineering design and construction 
of individual Master Plan Update elements, additional analysis under CEQA would be 
conducted at the time that they are proposed, and the County would coordinate with the 
City of Carlsbad, as applicable. 

 
L3-22 The comment asks the County to assess the applicability of the City of Carlsbad Hillside 

Development Regulations and Landscape Manual. The comment also requests the City to 
review, comment, and approve plans for hillside grading, retaining walls, or screening. 
Please refer to Response to Comment L3-21. Accordingly, the County is not required to 
include these regulations in the Master Plan Update. However, as part of project-specific 
elements in the future, the County is amenable in coordinating with the City of Carlsbad, as 
applicable, to provide review and input on project elements that may involve modification to 
slopes surrounding the Airport.  

 
L3-23 This comment notes that the City of Carlsbad provided additional comments further below 

on the potential retaining wall under the PEIR comments.  Please refer to Response to 
Comments L3-46 through L3-54. 

 
L3-24 The comments asks the County to provide a more detailed description of how project costs 

are anticipated to be met if FAA funding cannot be secured for certain components. At this 
time, the County cannot speculate which elements would be funded in part by FAA, and 
when those elements would be proposed.  

 
L3-25 The comment assumes that a retaining wall would likely be required if future general 

aviation parking is constructed as depicted in the Master Plan Update Exhibit 5.10. The 
comment requests the Master Plan Update to state where the retaining wall would be 
needed. Whether the future general aviation parking would require a retaining wall is still to 
be determined as the project-specific engineering design has been not completed. Please 
refer to Response to Comment L3-21. The County concurs with the commenter’s request 
to continue to coordinate with the City of Carlsbad to allow review and comment once 
engineering design plans for a retaining wall and any landscaping are available. It is the 
County’s intent to follow the City design guidelines for the corridor while balancing the 
requirements for the Airport and the inactive landfill. However, ultimate approval and 
implementation of the plans would be retained by the County, FAA, and agencies with 
regulatory authority. 

 
L3-26 The comment requests the Master Plan Update, Table 5.1, to identify potential retaining 

walls as project-specific elements. Please refer to Response to Comment L3-21. 
Furthermore, any potential retaining walls would be considered as part of the engineering 
design process and would not be identified as a standalone project element.  

 
The comment also requests that cost estimates be included in the Master Plan Update for 
the general aviation parking improvements. As the exact scope and scale for this element 
have not been fully defined, the County is unable to speculate the potential cost associated 
with the general aviation parking improvements. Please refer to Response to Comment 
L3-21. 
 

L3-27 The comments states that near-term slope improvements should be contemplated by the 
County as part of the overall program, rather than solely as part of mitigation. As noted 
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above, slope improvements would be design and identified once the associated project-
specific elements are proposed. Furthermore, the Master Plan Update does not include 
elements specifically for the existing slopes. Rather, the Master Plan Update and 
associated PEIR were prepared to analyze the Airport’s future while enhancing operations 
and safety. As such, the County is not required to analyze existing conditions where no 
changes are proposed. Regarding comments on the PEIR, please refer to Response to 
Comments L3-46 through L3-54. 

 
L3-28 The comment cites the beginning of remarks and corrections to the Draft PEIR. No 

response is required. 
 
L3-29 The comment requests a comprehensive outline of the components of the Proposed Project 

to compare with the alternatives considered. The County acknowledges this comment; 
however, the County disagrees that the Proposed Project’s components are not adequately 
described in the PEIR. The Proposed Project is described in detail in the PEIR Section 1.2, 
and individual project elements are discussed across the near-term, intermediate-term, and 
long-term subsections. Furthermore, the PEIR identifies on the Summary page S-4 that the 
Proposed Project is reflected in the Master Plan Update as the D-III Modified Standards 
Compliance Alternative. No changes have been made to the PEIR. 

 
L3-30 This comment asks the County to distinguish which property is considered part of the 

Airport boundary as compared to County-owned property. Revisions were made in the Final 
PEIR to further clarify which properties are County-owned, and which of those properties 
are part of the active airfield or Proposed Project. Please refer to the Final PEIR, including 
Chapter 1, Figure 1-6, and Chapter 3.1.7. 

 
L3-31 The comment requests an explanation why the RPZ over the Eastern Parcel is not included 

the PEIR study area. Please refer to Response to Comment L3-9. Furthermore, no 
physical improvements or impacts would occur by identifying current or future RPZs for 
planning purposes. No changes were made to the PEIR.  

 
L3-32 This comment notes that relocation of the Medium Intensity Approach Lighting System with 

Runway Alignment Indicator Lights (MALSR) would occur on the Eastern Parcel outside of 
the study area shown in the Draft PEIR. The comment requests the Draft PEIR be revised 
to analyze potential impacts of the MALSR relocation. The County concurs with this 
comment and, upon further review of the MASLR relocation, determined new significant 
impacts would occur to Biological Resources. As such, the PEIR Biological Resources 
chapter was recirculated for public review from June 21, 2018 – August 6, 2018. Comments 
received from the City of Carlsbad on the recirculated chapter are addressed under 
Comment Letter R-L3. Minor revisions to the PEIR citing the MALSR improvements on the 
Eastern Parcel are included in the Final PEIR; however, these minor revisions do not 
constitute new information pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(a). 

 
 The comment also requests the study area to include the RPZ on the Eastern Parcel. 

Please refer to Response to Comment L3-31 above. 
 
L3-33 The comment notes that environmental review pursuant to NEPA is not discussed in the 

Master Plan Update or PEIR. Please refer to Response to Comment L3-13, which states 
that no NEPA documentation is required for the County’s decision to proceed with approval 
of the Master Plan Update. 

 
L3-34 The comment requests for the PEIR to add a list of related environmental review and 

consultation requirements in the Project Description. The PEIR does include a list of 
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environmental regulations and respective agencies in Table 1-3. No changes were made to 
the PEIR.  

 
L3-35 The comment asks the County to explain whether the runway extension is not eligible for 

FAA AIP funding because a longer runway is not required by FAA Deign Standards for a D-
III airfield. The County acknowledges this comment; however, it does not raise an issue 
concerning the analysis or adequacy of the PEIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15088. Therefore, no changes were made to the PEIR, and no further response is required. 

 
L3-36 The comment requests for the County to ensure that the PEIR describes all physical 

improvements required in connection with the MALSR relocation. Please refer to Response 
to Comment L3-32. No further response is required. 

 
L3-37 This comment states that the City of Carlsbad maintains land use authority for private 

development on County-owned airport land and is responsible for issuing building permits 
for such non-public use structures. The comment also states that Airport improvements are 
subject to CUP 172 and CUP 172(B). Whenever possible consistent with the County’s 
obligations to the federal government as a grant recipient, the County will endeavor to 
voluntarily seek approvals from the City and require its tenants and contractors to seek 
approvals from the City as a means of coordinating airport development with City land use 
requirements. The County, however, has immunities from City building and zoning 
ordinances and cannot waive those immunities without risking a violation of its federal 
sponsor assurances1. While these immunities apply to projects by the County and other 
public agencies, they can also apply to projects by airports lessees and contractors2. The 
County will, accordingly, continue to voluntarily comply with CUP-172 and seek to require 
its airport tenants and contractors to comply with CUP-172, but reserves the right to assert 
immunities on its behalf and on behalf of its tenants and contractors to the extent provided 
by applicable law when necessary to comply with federal sponsor obligations or to meet 
County objectives. The PEIR Section 1.3 has been revised to clarify this discussion as 
similarly noted in Section 3.1.6.1. Please refer to the Final PEIR. 

 
L3-38 The comment includes an excerpt from the PEIR Section 2.1.1, which states that the 

County’s Zoning Ordinance does not apply to the Proposed Project. The comment asks for 
clarification whether there are land use regulations applicable to the Airport. The PEIR 
Section 2.1.1 was intended to note that because the Airport is located within the City of 
Carlsbad, the County does not have a zoning or General Plan land use designation for the 
Airport.  

 
However, the Master Plan Update will serve as the facility plan which identifies land uses at 
the Airport. In addition, the County applies policies pertaining to County airports and other 
facilities from the County General Plan. Local land use policies are also reviewed and will 
be considered whenever possible consistent with the County’s obligations to the federal 
government as a grant recipient. Nonetheless, the County still retains land use authority 
over the Airport.  

 
Furthermore, as described in the PEIR Section 3.1.7.1.2, the Airport is located on County-
owned property within the municipal limits of the City of Carlsbad and is zoned Industrial 
(M) pursuant to the Carlsbad Municipal Code (CMC) Title 21 “Zoning Ordinance” (Section 
21.34) and consists of government (airport) facility land uses. As noted in Response to 
Comment L3-37, the County has immunities from City building and zoning ordinances and 
cannot waive those immunities without risking a violation of its federal sponsor assurances. 

 
1 See, Govt. Code § 53090, et seq. & FAA Sponsor Assurances, Assurance No. 5. 
2 See, Bame v. City of Del Mar (2001) 86 cal. App. 4th 1350 
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However, the County will continue to coordinate with the City in an effort to ensure City 
requirements are considered. No changes to the PEIR have been made in response to this 
comment. 

 
L3-39 The comment requests for the PEIR to include a description of the Eastern Parcel and 

existing MALSR navigation light system. The comment also requests for this description to 
be included in Section 1.4.3 (Site Characteristics) instead of Section 1.4.2 (Surrounding 
Land Uses). The PEIR has been revised to identify the existing MALSR navigation light 
system on the Eastern Parcel. However, the section headings are appropriate without 
revision since these sections describe the land uses and characteristics associated with the 
active airfield. No further response is required. 

 
L3-40 The comment requests an explanation why a two mile search radius was chosen to analyze 

potential cumulative impacts. To clarify, the cumulative list was modeled after the analysis 
provided in Section 2.5; however, Response to Comment L3-56 also discusses the two-
mile search radius for biological resources. PEIR 1.8 has been clarified that cumulative 
projects were analyzed in the vicinity of the Airport.  

 
L3-41 The comment cites a previous County-initiated 2013 Feasibility Study for Potential 

Improvement McClellan-Palomar Airport Runway. Under the PEIR Section 1.9 Growth-
inducing Impacts, the comment requests the County to discuss the growth findings of this 
2013 study or explain why the findings of the study are not applicable to the PEIR. The 
County acknowledges this comment; however, it does not raise an issue concerning the 
environmental analysis or adequacy of the PEIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15088. Therefore, no further response is required. This comment is included in the Final 
PEIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors prior to a final 
decision on the project. 

 
L3-42 The comment requests for the PEIR Table 1-3 to include that the FAA is responsible for the 

relocation of the MALSR navigation lighting system. While the FAA is the sole responsible 
agency for all aspects of navigational aid lighting systems at the Airport, the intent of Table 
1-3 is to identify approvals that the County may need to obtain to implement the Master 
Plan Update. For example, Table 1-3 is not intended to identify other project-specific Airport 
facility improvements that may also involve FAA consultation and approval. Therefore, no 
changes have been made to the PEIR. 

 
L3-43 This comment requests an explanation why surrounding projects identified by the City in 

July 2017 were not included in the Draft PEIR. During development of the PEIR, County 
staff and its consultant coordinated with the City of Carlsbad Planning Department to obtain 
a current list of nearby development projects. The list provided by the City in July 2017 
included approximately 55 surrounding projects. In consultation with City staff, they 
confirmed certain projects could be removed after taking into consideration each project’s 
size and location (i.e., potential trip contribution) to determine which projects are most 
applicable to the PEIR’s cumulative analysis. City staff further identified various projects 
from the County’s draft cumulative list that should be removed from the PEIR’s analysis 
since several projects were already constructed, modified, or withdrawn. During this 
consultation, City staff also recommended following the nearby Uptown Bressi Ranch 
cumulative list, which had been recently approved at the time in 2017 and was a current 
example when the cumulative list was created for the Master Plan Update PEIR. Therefore, 
the County finds that the PEIR adequately addresses surrounding development projects, 
and no changes to the PEIR have been made in response to this comment.  
 

L3-44 The comment requests the PEIR Section 2.1.1 be updated to cite that commuters 
potentially use Paloma Airport Road daily, resulting in repeated exposure to the Airport or to 
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Airport-related projects. The PEIR has been revised as noted by the comment, but it does 
not result in a new significant impact. Please refer to the Final PEIR. 

 
L3-45 The comment requests the PEIR Section 2.1.1 be updated to cite the City of Carlsbad’s 

Landscape Manual and Hillside Development Regulations. As noted in the Landscape 
Manual, “[t]his manual applies to all public and private developments which require 
submittal of landscape plans in conjunction with a building permit, grading permit or 
discretionary permit.” As described in the PEIR, the County has immunities from the City’s 
land use restrictions; however, the County will continue to coordinate with the City in an 
effort to ensure City requirements are taken into consideration. As such, while the City’s 
regulations (i.e., Landscape Manual and Hillside Development Regulations) do not apply to 
the Master Plan Update, the PEIR has been revised to note the Landscape Manual and 
Hillside Development Regulations as existing City regulations.  

 
Please also refer to Responses to Comment L3-37 and L3-38 for discussion of the 
County’s authority to operate and maintain the Airport within the City of Carlsbad municipal 
boundary.  

 
L3-46 This comment is an introductory statement regarding the potential impact from the 

proposed retaining wall along Palomar Airport Road. Please see the following Response to 
Comments L3-47 through L3-53 for detailed responses. Also please refer to Comment 
Letter S4 from the San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board regarding their 
discussion of non-permissible activities within the inactive landfill areas. 

 
L3-47 The comment requests detailed information regarding the height and location of the 

proposed retaining wall along Palomar Airport Road. As noted in the PEIR and Response 
to Comment L3-21, the Master Plan Update is a long-term planning document, and the 
exact scope, scale, and timing for implementation of each project-specific element will be 
determined once funding is identified for project design engineering and construction. 
Therefore, the associated environmental impact for each element, and the Master Plan 
Update as a whole, is analyzed at a programmatic level for the purpose of environmental 
analysis. Additional analysis under CEQA will be required for projects at the time that they 
are designed and proposed. As such, the height and location of the proposed retaining wall 
has not been defined at this time. As funding is identified for project design engineering and 
construction, the County is amenable in coordinating with the City of Carlsbad on this 
project element, as applicable. 

 
L3-48 The comment asks whether the proposed retaining wall would be constructed in two 

phases similar to the 200-foot and 600-foot runway and taxiway extensions. The comment 
also asks the vehicle service road would be modified to accommodate the retaining wall. 
Lastly, the comment asks the County to verify whether any retaining wall would be needed 
along El Camino Real to accommodate the runway extension, EMAS, vehicle service road, 
or runway lighting. Please refer to Response to Comments L3-21 and L3-47. This 
comment does not specifically identify a deficiency or environmental issue with the PEIR 
analysis or proposed mitigation. Nonetheless, the comment is correct that at this time no 
retaining wall is anticipated to be needed along El Camino Real to accommodate the future 
runway extension or other facilities. Once these project elements have been funded and 
engineering design plans have been prepared, additional review would be conducted. No 
changes to the PEIR have been made in response to this comment. 

 
L3-49 The County concurs with this comment, and the PEIR has been revised in Section 2.1.2.4 

to cite the City of Carlsbad Landscape Manual. Also see Response to Comment L3-45. 
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L3-50 Please refer to Master Response 6 (Existing Airport Activity) in which it is described that 
the Master Plan Update and associated PEIR were prepared to analyze the Airport’s future 
while enhancing operations and safety, and the County is not required to analyze the 
Airport’s current effects on existing conditions. As this comment does not specifically 
identify an environmental issue with the PEIR analysis or proposed mitigation, no changes 
have been made to the PEIR. Nonetheless, as discussed in above responses, the County 
is amenable in coordinating with the City of Carlsbad to identify solutions for improving the 
landscape conditions of the existing slopes surrounding the Airport. 

 
L3-51 Please refer to Master Response 6 in which it is described that the Master Plan Update 

and associated PEIR were prepared to analyze the Airport’s future while enhancing 
operations and safety, and the County is not required to analyze the Airport’s current effects 
on existing conditions. As this comment does not specifically identify an environmental 
issue with the PEIR analysis or proposed mitigation, no changes to the PEIR have been 
made in response to this comment.  

 
As noted in the PEIR Section 2.1.2.1, the State’s published Inspection Guidance for State 
Minimum Standards at Closed, Illegal, and Abandoned Disposal Sites identifies guidance 
for maintenance of inactive landfills, including grading as discussed in Section 3 of the 
document. As discussed above, the scope of the proposed retaining wall has not been 
defined at this time, and the maintenance of the impervious surface fronting the inactive 
landfill slopes will be decided through consultation with the applicable jurisdictional 
agencies. As the funding is identified for design engineering and construction, the County is 
amenable to coordinating with the City of Carlsbad on project elements that involve 
modification to slopes surrounding the Airport. 

 
L3-52 As discussed in Section 2.1.2.1 of the PEIR, the Master Plan Update does not propose 

irrigating or landscaping the eastern slope along the inactive landfill. This section of the 
PEIR explains several factors that prevent implementation of irrigation and landscaping of 
slopes that contain inactive landfill materials. Nonetheless, as discussed in above 
responses, the County is amenable in coordinating with the City of Carlsbad to identify 
solutions for improving the landscape conditions of the existing slopes surrounding the 
Airport. 

 
L3-53 As funding is identified for design engineering and construction, the County is amenable in 

coordinating with the City of Carlsbad to accept input on project elements that may involve 
modification to slopes surrounding the Airport, including the anticipated retaining wall along 
Palomar Airport Road. However, as this comment does not specifically identify an 
environmental issue with the PEIR analysis or proposed mitigation, no changes to the PEIR 
have been made in response to this comment. 

 
 It is the County’s intent to follow the City of Carlsbad design guidelines for the corridor to 

the extent feasible while balancing the requirements for the Airport and the inactive landfill. 
However, ultimate approval and implementation of the improvements would continue to be 
retained by the County. 

 
L3-54 The Master Plan Update does not identify specific project elements of a retaining wall 

associated with the future general aviation parking, and the reference in the PEIR Section 
4.2.2.1 has been removed. Whether the future general aviation parking would need a 
retaining wall is still to be determined as the project-specific engineering design has been 
not completed. 

 
 The County concurs with the request to continue to coordinate with the City to allow review 

and comment once design plans for the retaining wall and any landscaping are available. It 
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is the County’s intent to follow the City design guidelines for the corridor to the extent 
feasible while balancing the requirements for the Airport and the inactive landfill. However, 
ultimate approval and implementation of the improvements would continue to be retained 
by the County. 

 
L3-55 Although relocation of the existing FAA navigational aid lighting system, including the 

MALSR, was described in the Draft PEIR, the conceptual placement and alignment of the 
navigational aid structures and access road were not designed or calculated for potential 
impacts. Section 2.2 of the PEIR, which was recirculated for additional public comment, 
more fully analyzes shifts to the existing MALSR on the County-owned parcel just east of El 
Camino Real (Eastern Parcel) to describe the potential impacts to biological resources on 
the County-owned property if, or when, the FAA funds relocation of their navigational aid 
lighting system. Therefore, while the physical (i.e., biological) impacts had not been 
designed or calculated for potential impacts in the Draft PEIR, the existing MALSR lighting 
system is not expected to create a new source or light or glare as it is relocated with the 
respective runway shift. No changes to the PEIR have been made in response to this 
comment. 

 
L3-56 Most of the airport boundary is adjacent to surrounding development, with very limited 

connections to off-site habitat. Given the airport’s relatively urbanized location, a two-mile 
radius surrounding the airport was considered appropriate as it includes all connections to 
surrounding PAMA and Preserve lands, extending far enough outward to include lands 
immediately adjacent to the coastline as well as more inland habitat areas. The radius 
includes offsite connections to the west through preserve lands at the Crossings Golf 
Course and continuing north to Agua Hedionda Lagoon and south into conserved slivers of 
habitat associated with Aviara HOA and other HOAs and private open space; as well as 
lands to the east extending north to include Carlsbad Oaks North as well as other 
preserved lands further north (e.g. portions of Carlsbad Highlands), and lands to the south 
and southeast including conserved lands associated with Rancho La Costa, Rancho 
Carrillo HOA, and La Costa HOAs. This two-mile radius includes lands that contain all 
habitats represented on the project site and was considered an adequate representation of 
area for species with potential to occur on site. No changes to the PEIR have been made in 
response to this comment. 

 
L3-57 An analysis of project impacts associated with the MALSR relocation on the Eastern Parcel 

was included in the recirculated portions of the PEIR. This project element would be 
consistent with the mitigation strategy outlined in the March 7, 2011 letter from USFWS and 
CDFW regarding the hardline agreement, whereby impacts to southern maritime chaparral 
resulting from the relocation of the MALSR on the Eastern Parcel would be mitigated at 3:1 
through in-kind preservation of habitat. Further, mitigation would be subject to review and 
approval by the County and Wildlife Agencies once project elements are designed and 
proposed. 

 
L3-58 The intent of the Wildlife Hazard Management Plan (WHMP) is to manage and reduce the 

risks that wildlife pose to aircraft operations. The Proposed Project does not propose any 
changes to the WHMP since it is an existing plan that would continue to be utilized at the 
Airport regardless of the Proposed Project. 

 
Coastal California gnatcatcher is the only federally listed wildlife species known or expected 
to occur at the Airport. While FESA requirements are not specifically addressed in the 
WHMP, the presence of coastal California gnatcatcher on site does not pose a high safety 
risk for airport operations, and implementation of the WHMP is not expected to result in 
take under the FESA for the following reasons: (1) suitable nesting habitat for the species is 
located in the northwest corner of the site away from the runway, (2) the species does not 
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congregate in flocks, (3) the species is not attracted to animal carcasses or other potential 
prey that could inhabit the airfield (e.g. rodents), and (4) perimeter fencing around the 
airport does not preclude the gnatcatcher from accessing suitable habitat or otherwise 
constrain its movement or prevent or adversely affect nesting.  

 
Significant wildlife activities, as described in the WHMP, include observations of coyotes or 
other large mammals, large flocks of birds, waterfowl on the airport, etc. The presence of a 
pair of gnatcatchers does not constitute a significant wildlife hazard or pose a significant 
safety risk for airport operations.  It is noted that the WHMP does include the requirement to 
obtain depredation permits from the USFWS and CDFW to control mammals and migratory 
birds, if deemed necessary. 

 
L3-59 The comment asks the PEIR to discuss whether the Proposed Project would impact coastal 

sage scrub in excess of the County’s 5% habitat loss threshold. The Proposed Project will 
permanently impact 3.1 acres of Diegan coastal sage scrub (including disturbed Diegan 
coastal sage scrub) outside an approved NCCP (i.e., MSCP) area. As part of the NCCP 
process, the County was allocated 2,953.3 acres of coastal sage scrub impacts outside of 
the boundaries of the MSCP.  This constitutes the County’s five percent habitat loss 
allowance. As of September 2018, impacts totaling 1,316.95 acres have been recorded or 
are pending, leaving approximately 1,636.35 acres of allowed coastal sage scrub impacts 
remaining.  Therefore, impacts to 3.1 acres of coastal sage scrub would not exceed the five 
percent threshold. Should the impact occur after adoption of the NC MSCP, conformance 
with the adopted plan will be documented at the time project-specific impacts are proposed. 
The PEIR has been revised to include this analysis. 

 
L3-60 McClellan-Palomar Airport is not located within the California Coastal Zone. As noted in this 

comment, there is a small area of the Coastal Zone immediately north of the airport. This 
off-airport Coastal Zone segment, which encompasses land along Palomar Point Way, is 
outside the footprint of the Proposed Project and would not be affected. As addressed in 
the PEIR Section 2.2, the Proposed Project could result in indirect construction noise 
related impacts to breeding coastal California gnatcatcher, and this includes gnatcatcher 
breeding pairs that may be located within the off-airport Coastal Zone segment to the 
airport’s north. As described on pages 2-33 to 2-34 of the PEIR, Mitigation Measure M-BI-
1b would be implemented to avoid or minimize potential indirect construction noise related 
impacts to coastal California gnatcatcher. The decision whether federal consistency review 
is required under the Coastal Zone Management Act will be made by the Federal Aviation 
Administration as individual project elements are proposed. Because the Master Plan 
Update would not directly affect resources within the Coastal Zone, and because the 
Proposed Project includes mitigation to avoid or minimize potential indirect effects to 
coastal California gnatcatcher that may be located within the segment of the Coastal Zone 
that is adjacent to the airport, no conflicts with the California Coastal Act’s coastal 
resources management and planning policies are anticipated to result from the Proposed 
Project. 

 
L3-61 The property to the north, identified as APN 212-120-33 in the 2004 Carlsbad HMP, has 

since been subdivided and partially developed. This parcel was subject to specific habitat 
protection standards which included avoidance of vernal pools and minimizing impacts to 
vernal pool watersheds. The City’s HMP conservation policies do not apply to the Proposed 
Project, which is on County-owned lands. However, as analyzed in the PEIR Section 3.1.6, 
individual improvements associated with the Master Plan Update would conform to required 
storm water regulations and would not substantially alter the existing drainage patterns on 
site. Thus, the project would have no impact to the off-site parcel or the resources reported 
within that parcel. In addition, the Airport is not located within the California Coastal Zone. 
The small area of Coastal Zone located immediately north of the airport is outside the 
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footprint of the Proposed Project and would not be directly affected by the Proposed 
Project. Because the Proposed Project would not directly affect resources within the 
Coastal Zone, no conflicts with the California Coastal Act’s coastal resources management 
and planning policies are anticipated to result from the Proposed Project. 

 
L3-62 This comment cites the State’s classification change of the inactive landfill and requests the 

County to discuss whether this change improves the feasibility of providing landscaping and 
irrigation on the Airport’s existing slopes. The enhancement of existing Airport slopes are 
not a component of the Master Plan Update. Also, please refer to Master Response 6 in 
which it is described that the Master Plan Update and associated PEIR were prepared to 
analyze the Airport’s future while enhancing operations and safety. The County is not 
required to analyze improvements to the Airport’s existing features that are not part of the 
Master Plan Update in this PEIR. Nonetheless, this classification does not change the 
County’s obligation to comply with the State of California Inspection Guidance for State 
Minimum Standards at Closed, Illegal, and Abandoned Disposal Sites as discussed in the 
PEIR Section 2.1.2.1. As this comment does not specifically identify an environmental issue 
with the PEIR analysis or proposed mitigation, no changes to the PEIR have been made in 
response to this comment. 

 
L3-63 This comment requests the County clarify that construction would occur into the inactive 

landfill (not solely on top of the landfill), and to discuss potential hazards associated with the 
drilling construction method. 

 
The PEIR Chapter 1 discusses installation of drilled displacement columns into the inactive 
landfill for support of runway or taxiway surfaces. Specifically, Section 1.2.1.3 (p.1-9) state, 
“it is anticipated that drilled displacement column piles would be driven into [emphasis 
added] sections of the ground to support concrete slabs. The piles would extend through 
the landfill materials [emphasis added] until bedrock or secure material is reached… 
However, this conceptual layout is preliminary as project-specific engineering design plans 
have not been prepared at this time.” While the PEIR and Master Plan Update discuss 
potential construction methods over the inactive landfill, this conceptual construction 
strategy is preliminary since engineering design plans have not been developed. 

 
Furthermore, the PEIR identifies potential hazards associated with construction activities 
that may encounter inactive landfill materials. Please refer to Impact HZ-1 and its 
associated Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1. 

 
The items raised by this comment were addressed in the PEIR, and the comment does not 
specifically identify an environmental issue with the PEIR analysis or proposed mitigation. 
Accordingly, no changes to the PEIR have been made in response to this comment. 

 
L3-64 The comment requests Section 2.3.2.3 of the PEIR be revised to cite that land use authority 

surrounding the Airport resides with the municipality. The County concurs with this 
comment as similarly noted in the PEIR Section 3.1.7.1.2. The PEIR Section 2.3.2.3 has 
been revised to cite that cities and counties with land use jurisdiction for areas around 
airports are required to ensure their general and specific plans are consistent with the 
ALUCP. 

 
L3-65 Please refer to Responses to Comments L3-9 and L3-10. As discussed, the SDCRAA is 

the agency responsible for identifying land use compatibility once a project alternative is 
selected and the ALP is prepared. 
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L3-66 Please refer to Response to Comment L3-21 regarding the programmatic analysis 
included in the PEIR. No changes to the PEIR have been made in response to this 
comment.  

 
L3-67 The comment states that because the Proposed Project is located within an area with an 

adopted airport land use plan, a supplemental noise analysis is necessary to determine 
whether the project would "expose people residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels." Public use and military airports in the State of California are 
required to prepare airport land use compatibility plans (ALUCPs) to ensure that only 
compatible land uses are developed in areas around airports, thus protecting the safety of 
people and property on the ground as well as safeguarding the continued operation of the 
airport.  Furthermore, ALUCPs include policies to avoid the establishment of noise sensitive 
land uses in areas around airports where they may be exposed to significant noise impacts. 
For purposes of identifying compatible land uses around airports, ALUCPs are required to 
include maps depicting noise contours for the airport based on forecasted operations for a 
20-year planning horizon. The current McClellan-Palomar Airport ALUCP includes a noise 
contour based on the 1997 Master Plan reflecting forecasted operations through 2015. The 
2015 forecast anticipated 289,100 operations. This is a greater number of operations than 
what is anticipated for the 2036 PAL 2 scenario (208,004) which is the largest scenario 
included in the Master Plan Update. As such, because the currently adopted ALUCP noise 
contour is based on the 1997 Master Plan, the noise contour prepared for the Proposed 
Project and evaluated in the PEIR is smaller than the noise contour prepared for the 
ALUCP, and no new areas would be exposed to noise levels greater than those already 
identified and accounted for in the policies and compatibility criteria. Accordingly, 
preparation of a supplemental noise analysis for purposes of answering the topic raised by 
the commenter is not warranted. 

 
In regards to single noise events, as discussed in Section 2.4.2 of the PEIR, potential noise 
impacts associated with the Proposed Project were studied using standard tools, 
methodologies, and significance criteria for aircraft noise as established by the FAA. 
Specifically, FAA Order 1050.1F Desk Reference (Section 11.4) explains that DNL (or 
CNEL as explained in the PEIR) is the recommended metric for analyzing aircraft noise 
exposure, and should continue to be used as the primary metric. It also states there are no 
new metrics of sufficient scientific standing to substitute for DNL/CNEL. FAA criteria require 
that the determination of significance must be analyzed through the use of noise contours 
along with local land use information and general guidance contained in Appendix A of 14 
CFR Part 150. Preparation of noise contours associated with airport and aviation projects is 
the standard means of assessing potential noise impacts associated with airport and 
aviation projects under both state and federal guidance. Accordingly, preparation of noise 
contours for purposes of identifying potential noise impacts associated with the Proposed 
Project is sufficient to identify potential noise impacts associated with the Proposed Project. 
Therefore, the analysis in the PEIR is valid and no revisions were made. 

 
As noted in FAA Order 1050.1F Desk Reference, supplemental noise measurements, such 
as single events, may be conducted to assist in the public’s understanding of the Airport’s 
noise conditions. Therefore, although single noise events are not used as the County’s 
threshold of significance, the County continues to consider single noise events through the 
existing Voluntary Noise Abatement Procedures (VNAP) in consultation with the community 
and local residents. See Master Response 3 for more information on improvements to 
VNAP. 

 
L3-68 As discussed in the PEIR Section 2.4.1 Noise Sources, aviation noise data used for 

assessing existing noise conditions surrounding the airport was based on detailed flight 
information from a full year of flight tracks and operations by aircraft type, altitude, and 
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location using County and FAA sources. Accordingly, the noise analysis reflects actual use 
of the Airport, not ground-level measurements from noise microphones. The County has an 
ongoing noise monitoring program with permanent microphones near the flight paths, and 
those noise monitors are used for outreach and education purposes. The FAA methodology 
for assessing aircraft noise does not include ground-level measurements. As also 
discussed in this same section, and in PEIR Section 2.4.1 Methodology Ground Source 
Noise, the ambient noise survey measurement locations were chosen based on areas with 
“potential sensitivity to future construction noise.” There are no residential areas directly 
north of the airport in proximity to hearing construction noise from the Proposed Project, as 
reflected in the selection of ambient noise measurement locations.  

 
L3-69 The comment requests that the cumulative impacts noise analysis include the FAA’s SoCal 

Metroplex project. Revised procedures from FAA’s SoCal Metroplex project were 
implemented by FAA in late 2016 / early 2017 and replaced previously implemented 
conventional procedures. As such, these procedures are considered part of existing 
conditions and as indicated in the PEIR’s Noise Impact Analysis (Appendix D, p. 1-25), the 
flight tracks developed for the noise analysis accounted for the introduction of these new 
procedures. 

 
Specifically, FAA’s SoCal Metroplex project introduced three new procedures to serve the 
Airport using area navigation technology (RNAV):  the CWARD and PADRZ SIDs and the 
LEGOZ STAR. In addition, an instrument approach procedure using Required Navigation 
Performance (RNP) technology called the RNAV (RNP) Z RWY 06 was also introduced. 
Furthermore, the SoCal Metroplex procedures were designed to fit within the footprint of 
existing procedures. Changes to flight paths associated with these procedures primarily 
occurred at or above 3,000 feet above mean sea level. This is reflected in the procedures 
designed to serve the Airport as changes to flight tracks associated with these new 
procedures primarily occur over the ocean and away from the City of Carlsbad. 

 
L3-70 The County maintains that it has no regulatory ability to restrict or otherwise prevent use of 

this public-use airport by non-commercial aviation activity, including but not limited to 
general aviation, military, or charter flights. The County has no jurisdiction or enforcement 
authority to deny safe use of the Airport. Nonetheless, non-commercial aviation activity was 
analyzed, and potential noise impacts were disclosed in the PEIR and technical studies. 
The PEIR’s Noise Impact Analysis (Appendix D) Table 5 describes the anticipated increase 
in operations for all aircraft types, including non-commercial. Figure C1 from the Noise 
Impact Analysis (Appendix D) presents a comparison of existing conditions (2016) to future 
conditions (2036) including full implementation of the Proposed Project, including 
forecasted commercial and non-commercial aircraft operations. These exhibits were 
provided to the public for an understanding of several perspectives on how noise may 
change in the future planning period, but the CEQA significance determination was based 
on the analysis discussed in Section 2.4.2. 

 
L3-71 Please refer to Response to Comment L3-70. As a federally-obligated public use airport 

that accepts FAA funds to construct and maintain its facilities, the County as airport sponsor 
is required to comply with federal grant assurances. As discussed in the PEIR Chapter 1, 
FAA Order 5190.6B discusses Grant Assurance 22, Economic Nondiscrimination, requires 
the sponsor to make its aeronautical facilities available to the public and its tenants on 
terms that are reasonable and without unjust discrimination. This federal obligation involves 
several distinct requirements. First, the sponsor must make the airport and its facilities 
available for public use. Next, the sponsor must ensure that the terms imposed on 
aeronautical users of the airport, including rates and charges, are reasonable for the 
facilities and services provided. Finally the terms must be applied without unjust 
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discrimination. The prohibition on unjust discrimination extends to types, kinds and classes 
of aeronautical activities as well as individual members of a class of operator.  

 
The County purposefully does not use its authority to discriminate on airport uses, as long 
as it is deemed safe and under the continued oversight of the FAA Air Traffic Control 
Tower. The Proposed Project consists of a set of safety and operational efficiency 
improvements based on short, mid, and long-term forecasts of anticipated use. The Master 
Plan Update’s proposed changes to the airfield dimensions are based on FAA design 
standards to maximize safety for the current and future aircraft fleet mix. The comment’s 
assertion that the County could use its role as airport sponsor to influence the type of 
operations at the Airport is incorrect. To the contrary, the County’s role includes operating 
the Airport in a manner consistent with federal obligations and the public’s investment in 
civil aviation.  

 
As discussed, the County has no discretion or enforcement authority over non-commercial 
aviation activity, such as general aviation, military, or charter flights. Nonetheless, non-
commercial aviation activity was analyzed, and its potential emissions were fully disclosed 
in the PEIR and technical studies. Therefore, the PEIR did analyze aircraft activity that is 
within the County’s discretion (i.e., commercial operations) as well as activity that is not 
within the County’s discretion (i.e., non-commercial operations). 

 
L3-72 Please see Response to Comment L3-70. The noise analysis in the PEIR and technical 

studies analyzed several scenarios, including growth in both commercial and non-
commercial (e.g., general aviation) activity.  

 
The PEIR Section 2.4.3 Cumulative Impact Analysis was updated to include reference to 
Figure C1 from the Noise Impact Technical Report (Appendix D) as it shows the 
comparison between existing conditions (2016) and full implementation of PAL 2 conditions 
(2036). This scenario incorporates potential noise impacts of all types of aviation activity at 
the Airport at the full forecasted operation levels, and incorporates implementation of all 
Master Plan Update components. Figure C1 supplements the conclusion that there is no 
cumulative noise impact associated with the Proposed Project. 

 
L3-73 California State law requires that Airport Land Use Compatibility Plans be based on long 

range master plans or, if no master plan is available, on an approved airport layout plan. 
The current (2011) ALUCP for the Airport relied upon the activity forecast included in the 
Airport’s 1997 Master Plan. The 1997 Master Plan’s 20-year forecast of 289,100 operations 
at the Airport for 2015 was based on estimates, market trends, and projections using 1995 
data. In reality, the number of aircraft operations has been in decline since 2000 and the 
operational forecast anticipated in the 1997 Master Plan was not realized. The proposed 
Master Plan Update (Section 3) discusses the updated assumptions incorporated in the 
development of the next 20-year forecast. Specifically, the Master Plan Update Section 
3.5.4 further discusses the decline in aviation activity experienced nationwide. Adjustments 
to the forecast were also made to reflect current and anticipated changes to the Airport fleet 
mix, commercial use at the Airport, and other operational considerations.  

 
The revised forecast provided in the Master Plan Update and analyzed in the PEIR are 
based on established forecasting methodologies explained in detail in Master Plan Update. 
Similar to how the 2011 ALUCP reflects the 1997 Master Plan aviation forecast, it is 
anticipated that upon a decision of a selected alternative by the County Board of 
Supervisors, the SDCRAA would similarly update ALUCP to reflect the new Master Plan 
Update aviation forecast. 
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L3-74 The comment notes that the aircraft noise analysis in the PEIR primarily focuses on a 
comparison of future year “No Project” with future year “Proposed Project” conditions and 
acknowledges that the courts and CEQA Guidelines have allowed for a future year baseline 
when justified by the conditions of the project. In the court case referenced by the 
commenter, the noise analysis uses federal thresholds promulgated by the FAA. Those 
thresholds require a comparison of future year “No Action” conditions (i.e., No Project) to 
future year “Proposed Action” conditions (i.e., Proposed Project) for purposes of the 
analysis of impacts directly associated with the project. 

 
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines§ 15125(a) each section of the PEIR includes a discussion of 
the environmental baseline, and for noise issues that discussion is located in Section 2.4.1 
(Existing Conditions). Additionally, existing conditions noise levels are shown graphically in 
Figure 2.4-2 and are used to compare with several forecasted aviation activity scenarios as 
shown in the PEIR and its Appendix D. This information regarding the comparison of 
existing conditions to multiple planning scenarios is included in the record for the Proposed 
Project, and it was fully disclosed to during the public review period.  

 
As discussed in the Master Plan Update, changes in operational levels are expected to 
increase annually at a modest level as compared to the previous planning period. The 
forecast scenarios reflect assumptions about the increase in aircraft operations (referred to 
planning activity levels, or PALs) and are not dependent on airfield capacity improvements 
or other infrastructure improvements. Rather, the forecasts were developed to anticipate 
foreseeable demand for Airport facilities and infrastructure. As a result, this would help 
identify which facilities should be improved to meet the projected forecast. In other words, 
the incremental increase in aircraft operations projected in the Master Plan Update is 
expected to naturally occur throughout the 20-year planning period whether or not the 
Master Plan Update is implemented. Therefore, it can be concluded that the Master Plan 
Update would not induce the forecasted aircraft operations. 
 
However, because the County must issue ground leases to allow for commercial air service 
at the Airport, this would be considered a discretionary action. As such, for the purposes of 
CEQA, the PEIR includes both facility improvements and commercial air service operations 
as part of the Proposed Project. Furthermore, it would be misleading and uninformative to 
presume the County has discretion or control over non-commercial aircraft operations, such 
as general aviation, charter, military, etc. 
 
Also, potential changes in environmental conditions (i.e., greenhouse gas emissions) were 
calculated to naturally change regardless of the County’s proposed facility improvements or 
approval of commercial air service operations (i.e., Proposed Project). As a result, 
comparing the Master Plan Update’s full implementation timeframe (i.e., 2036) to existing 
conditions (i.e., 2016) would be misleading and uninformative as conditions would naturally 
evolve over the 20-year planning period regardless of the Proposed Project. Therefore, for 
the purposes of the PEIR, emissions associated with the Proposed Project in 2036 were 
compared to environmental conditions projected to occur in 2036 without the Proposed 
Project. This methodology is consistent with the FAA Office of Environment and Energy, 
which requires the study of an implementation year with and without a proposed action to 
account for incremental changes that may occur in environmental conditions. 
 
Nonetheless, existing environmental conditions have been disclosed for air quality, noise 
and greenhouse gas emissions. As the commenter acknowledges in a subsequent 
comment, emissions data comparing the Proposed Project to existing conditions can be 
calculated from the information disclosed in the PEIR's technical reports. However, for the 
purposes of CEQA impact analysis, only the discretionary actions attributable to the 
Proposed Project are considered. 
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For the public to be able to consider how existing conditions may be affected by the long-
term aviation forecast and as acknowledged by the commenter, Section 2.4.2.1 includes a 
comparison of the Proposed Project (i.e., facility improvements and commercial air service) 
PAL 2 and 2016 existing conditions as part of the analysis. Figure 2.4-6 includes a 
comparison of the future and existing conditions noise contours. The analysis is focused on 
the PAL 2 scenario because it includes the largest number of forecasted operations. The 
comparison concludes that the Proposed Project would not result in a 1.5 dB increase in 
noise to sensitive uses exposed to CNEL 65 dB or greater and thus is below a level of 
significance. Also, as discussed in Response to Comment L3-70, Appendix D to PEIR 
includes Figure C1 comparing existing (2016) to future (2036) conditions with operations of 
all types including non-commercial operations. 
 

L3-75 The shift of the 65 CNEL noise contour associated with 2036 future conditions as shown in 
the PEIR Figures 2.4-4, 2.4-5 and 2.4-6 incorporates new areas designated by the City of 
Carlsbad’s General Plan as Open Space, Planned Industrial, and General Commercial. 
There are no existing or foreseeable hotel uses within the Open Space or General 
Commercial designated areas. The only General Commercial area within the future 
conditions noise contour is located south of Palomar Airport Drive and west of El Camino 
Real, and is owned by the County of San Diego.  
 
In review of the City of Carlsbad’s Zoning Ordinance, hotel uses are a “Permitted Use” 
within the Chapter 21.34 P-M Planned Industrial Zone subject to the City’s review and 
issuance of a Conditional Use Permit. The process by which the City would issue a 
Conditional Use Permit includes review of the hotel within the context of the approved 
ALUCP to demonstrate compatibility with proximity to the airport. State law requires that the 
local land use authority, in this case the City of Carlsbad, amend their General Plan in 
conformance with the ALUCP’s designated noise contours and safety zones.  
 
In review of PEIR Figure 2.4-6, which compares 2016 existing conditions to 2036 future 
conditions including PAL 2, there are no hotels within the 65 CNEL contour in either current 
or future conditions. Accordingly the existing hotel uses would not conflict with the ALUCP 
noise compatibility policies. 

 
L3-76 The analysis in the PEIR accounts for noise from both aircraft operations and on-road 

vehicular traffic. As discussed in Section 2.4.2.2, the noise impacts associated with future 
aircraft operations would be less than significant. The analysis accounts for airborne noise 
from aircraft operations, as well as airborne noise from Airport-related on-road vehicular 
traffic. Aircraft and ground on-road vehicular traffic are considered the predominant noise 
sources in the vicinity of the Airport and were analyzed for significance under CEQA. 

 
L3-77 The County is amenable in coordinating with the City of Carlsbad to consider City 

requirements and comments when implementing project-specific elements as deemed 
applicable. 

 
L3-78 Once project-specific activities are proposed that would warrant construction noise 

mitigation measures, the County is amenable in coordinating with the City of Carlsbad to 
consider City requirements and comments as deemed applicable. 

 
L3-79 The County’s existing VNAP is not a CEQA mitigation measure, nor is it an FAA-required 

noise mitigation program. The VNAP is a voluntary set of procedures initiated by the County 
to communicate with pilots regarding flight path and altitude recommendations to avoid 
noise sensitive residential areas. The County has no regulatory authority to require 
compliance of any portion of the VNAP on pilots as only the FAA (including Air Traffic 
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Control Tower) can regulate aircraft overflights. The VNAP is a component of the Airport’s 
existing Noise Program. Ongoing performance reporting and briefings are presented to the 
public and the Palomar Airport Advisory Committee (PAAC) at regular meetings. Further 
information is available at www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/sdc/dpw/airports/palomar.html. 
Please also refer to Master Response 3 (Voluntary Noise Abatement Procedures). 

 
L3-80 This comment states there is no such roadway titled “Oak Ridge Way.” This roadway does 

exist within the City of Vista. It is located just east of South Melrose Drive after Faraday 
Avenue transitions into Park Center Drive. The PEIR Section 2.5.1.1 was revised to replace 
Oak Ridge Way with South Melrose Drive to cite the correct terminus of Faraday Avenue. 

 
L3-81 The comment confirms that various segments of Palomar Airport Road are exempt from the 

City’s LOS standards. It is unclear which intersection the City is referring to governed by the 
Carlsbad Mobility Element Policy 3-P.11, However, as noted in the Mobility Element, this 
Policy only applies to roadway segments that are exempt from LOS standards. The only 
exempted intersection impacted by the project is Palomar Airport Road/El Camino Real. 
Therefore, the County presumes that is the intersection in reference. No changes to the 
PEIR have been made in response to this introductory comment. 

 
The comment also requests the County to develop a site/employer-based TDM plan as 
mitigation for impacts to the (assumed) intersection of Palomar Airport Road/El Camino 
Real. This contradicts a later comment (L3-85) in which the City concurs with the County’s 
proposed mitigation at Palomar Airport Road/El Camino Real, including implementation of 
Transportation System Management (TSM) strategies. As individual Master Plan Update 
elements are proposed that would trigger this impact, the County is amenable in 
coordinating with the City to identify specific mitigation, as applicable. Therefore, no 
changes to the PEIR have been made in response to this comment. 

 
L3-82 The comment requests an explanation why the PEIR did not include vehicle trips generated 

from non-commercial aviation activities (i.e., general aviation) in its transportation analysis, 
and states it is not appropriate to omit non-commercial aviation activities. Please refer to 
Response to Comment L3-74, which explains that it would be misleading and 
uninformative to presume the County has discretion or control over non-commercial aircraft 
operations, such as general aviation, charter, military, etc. Nonetheless, because the 
Airport’s surrounding roadways were studied under existing conditions (2016), vehicle trips 
generated for all aviation activities (i.e., commercial and non-commercial) were accounted 
for under existing traffic volumes. Under near-term conditions, the transportation analysis 
then added the anticipated vehicle trips generated from commercial enplanements to the 
near-term conditions. And lastly, the long-term forecasted transportation volumes were 
developed by adding the Proposed Project’s anticipated vehicle trips from commercial 
enplanements to SANDAG’s long-term projections of traffic volumes, which have accounted 
for natural growth throughout the region, including through 2035 (i.e., closest to 2036). 
Accordingly, the PEIR does account both commercial and non-commercial aircraft 
operations, and no changes have been made in the PEIR. 
 

L3-83 The comment requests for the County to summarize the Airport Multimodal Accessibility 
Plan (AMAP) recommended improvements and how those improvements relate to the 
Master Plan Update and City’s General Plan. As the AMAP was developed by SANDAG, 
please refer to SANDAG’s Comment L2-4 on the Draft PEIR for a description of these 
improvements, including the County’s responses. As noted in Response to Comment L2-
4, the AMAP improvements are not within the County’s scope or jurisdiction, and those 
improvements are not required in order to implement the Master Plan Update. Therefore, 
while the AMAP is referenced in the PEIR for the purposes of discussing air quality and 
greenhouse gas emissions, the County is not required to incorporate AMAP improvements 
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into the Master Plan Update. Implementation of the Master Plan Update would not preclude 
the development of such improvements by SANDAG or the City of Carlsbad.  

 
Also, because the AMAP improvements are not within the County’s scope or jurisdiction, 
the County cannot make a determination as to how those improvements would relate to the 
City’s General Plan. Nonetheless, a review of the City’s General Plan identified that its EIR 
incorporated SANDAG’s long-term model, which would have included assumptions from the 
Regional Aviation Strategic Plan (RASP). Therefore, no changes to the PEIR have been 
made in response to this comment. 

 
L3-84 Please refer to Response to Comment L3-43, which concludes that the PEIR’s cumulative 

projects list was appropriately prepared in consultation with the City of Carlsbad Planning 
Department, and no revisions to the PEIR are required. 

 
L3-85 The comment states the City’s concurrence with the proposed mitigation for the intersection 

of Palomar Airport Road / El Camino Real. However, this comment incorrectly transposed 
the mitigation numbers. El Camino Real is associated with M-TR-2. No changes to the 
PEIR have been made in response to this comment. 

 
L3-86 It should be noted that this comment incorrectly transposed the mitigation numbers, and the 

intersection of Palomar Airport Road / Camino Vida Roble is associated with M-TR-1 (not 
M-TR-2).  
 
The comment confirms the intersection of Palomar Airport Road / Camino Vida Roble is not 
exempt from the City’s LOS standards, and as such, the City states that an alternate 
mitigation measure is warranted to improve the intersection. Specifically, the City finds that 
physical improvements are needed, and the County should pay 10.7 percent of the cost of 
those improvements. The County is amenable in working with City staff to identify suitable 
improvements in which the County would financially contribute its fair-share costs (i.e., 10.7 
percent). Therefore, the PEIR Mitigation Measure M-TR-1 was revised to cite that 
“alternative improvements such as adding a southbound right-turn overlap phase” may be 
considered as part of the proposed mitigation at Palomar Airport Road/Camino Vida Roble.  
 
The comment also suggests the County could alternatively request the Carlsbad City 
Council to approve adding this intersection to the list of street facilities exempt from LOS 
standards. The County did make such a request in a comment letter submitted to the City 
on June 20, 2014 regarding the City’s Draft General Plan and associated EIR. At that time, 
the City elected not to include this segment as an LOS-exempt facility. 

 
L3-87 The comment requests that the metric for Federal de minimis thresholds be converted to 

“pounds per day.” FAA’s methodology and federal thresholds are used in this project to 
analyze aircraft emissions because neither the State nor County have adopted thresholds 
applicable to aircraft emission sources. These thresholds used in the PEIR were copied and 
applied directly from 40 CFR 93.153(b) (1) and (2), which require analysis of “tons per 
year”. Therefore, the PEIR analysis is not incorrect. Nonetheless, for the benefit of this 
comment, the calculations are provided below as part of this response in “pounds per day”. 

 
 

Scenario 
Total Emissions (pounds per day) 

CO VOC NOX SOX PM2.5 PM10 Pb 

Future Conditions  (2036)  
No Project vs. With-Project (PAL 1) 

414.68 21.10 145.59 23.89 7.95 22.41 0.05 
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Future Conditions (2036) 
No Project vs. With-Project (PAL 2) 

116.11 30.58 266.36 42.47 14.74 42.03 0.05 

Federal De Minimis Threshold Level NA 547.95 547.95 NA NA NA NA 

Impact No No No No No No No 

 
The comment also asserts the PEIR should account for all aircraft operations; not just 
commercial. The purpose of the PEIR is to review impacts related to the Master Plan 
Update improvements to County facilities; not to inventory and assess uses of private 
leaseholds or tenants, and attributing those ongoing operational emissions to the proposed 
project would be misleading and uninformative. Also, as noted in Master Response 7, 
aircraft in flight are under the jurisdiction and regulatory enforcement of FAA. As such, the 
County does not have the regulatory ability to place restrictions on Airport users or mitigate 
ongoing aircraft at a public-use airport.  

 
As ground-facility manager, the County issues leases for commercial service. Therefore, 
impacts were analyzed only for commercial activity because the County has discretion over 
the approval of commercial air service leases. Nonetheless, emissions associated with all 
aircraft operations (including general aviation) were calculated and disclosed in the 
published PEIR Air Quality Technical Analysis (Appendix F). 

 
L3-88 This comment questions why the project emissions totals are lower than existing conditions. 

The PEIR Table 3.1.2-1 is titled Existing Conditions (2016) Air Quality Emissions and is 
provided to show current emissions without the Proposed Project. As explained in 
Response to Comment L3-74, the PEIR does not use existing conditions as its baseline 
for air quality emissions because potential changes in environmental conditions (i.e., 
greenhouse gas emissions) are anticipated to naturally change regardless of the County’s 
proposed facility improvements or approval of commercial air service operations (i.e., 
Proposed Project). The PEIR instead uses future conditions without the Proposed Project 
as a baseline as explained in Response to Comment L3-74. The PEIR Table 3.1.2-6 
applies thresholds discussed in Section 3.1.2.3.2 which use a future baseline to compare 
against future project-related emissions. Nonetheless, as noted above in Response to 
Comment L3-87, emissions associated with the non-commercial aircraft operations (e.g., 
general aviation) were calculated and included in the published PEIR Air Quality Technical 
Analysis (Appendix F). 

 
L3-89 The comment asserts that future airport improvements would likely attract growth in all 

aircraft operations; not just commercial airline operations. However, proposed safety and 
efficiency improvements to the airfield are not considered growth-inducing as discussed in 
PEIR Section 1.9 and Response to Comment L3-19.  As also noted in Master Response 
7, aircraft in flight are under the jurisdiction and regulatory enforcement of FAA. As such, 
the County cannot place restrictions on Airport users as a public-use airport. However, as 
ground-facility manager, the County does issue leases for commercial service areas. 
Therefore, impacts were analyzed only for commercial activity because the County has 
discretion over the approval of commercial air service leases. Nonetheless, emissions 
associated with the general aviation were calculated and disclosed in the published PEIR 
Air Quality Technical Analysis (Appendix F). 

 
L3-90 Whenever possible consistent with the County’s obligations to the federal government as a 

grant recipient, the County will endeavor to voluntarily seek approvals from the City and 
require its tenants and contractors to seek approvals from the City as a means of 
coordinating airport development with City land use requirements. The County, however, 
has immunities from City building and zoning ordinances and cannot waive those 
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immunities without risking a violation of its federal sponsor assurances3. While these 
immunities apply to projects by the County and other public agencies, they can also apply 
to projects by airports lessees and contractors4. Accordingly the County reserves the right 
to assert immunities on its behalf and on behalf of its tenants and contractors to the extent 
provided by applicable law when necessary to comply with federal sponsor obligations or to 
meet County objectives. No changes to the PEIR have been made in response to this 
comment. 

 
L3-91 The comment requests the PEIR to be revised to describe the California Air Resource 

Board (CARB) 2017 Scoping Plan and the San Diego County CAP. The Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) (February 2016) for this project preceded the finalization of the 2017 
Scoping Plan (November 2017) and approval of the County Climate Action Plan (CAP) 
(February 2018). Please refer to the recirculated portions of the Draft PEIR, which 
addressed the aforementioned documents in a revised Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
chapter. 

 
 SANDAG’s San Diego Forward is included and discussed in the technical report and PEIR 

section, however, while San Diego Forward includes recommendations, it does not provide 
specific aviation GHG requirements or reduction strategies for any of the County airport 
facilities, including McClellan-Palomar Airport. However, San Diego Forward does include 
language to “[c]oordinate with the Airport Authority to implement the Regional Aviation 
Strategic Plan and the Airport Multimodal Accessibility Plan to maximize the efficiency and 
effectiveness of existing and planned aviation facilities...” The Airport is identified in the 
Regional Aviation Strategic Plan as providing commercial airline services to accommodate 
demand that cannot be met at the San Diego International Airport through Master Plan 
Update planning horizon. Implementation of the Master Plan Update would support the 
goals of SANDAG’s San Diego Forward, the regional transportation plan, by providing 
airline services for residents in northern San Diego County thus reducing the average travel 
distance of privately owned vehicles accessing aviation facilities, such as San Diego 
International Airport, Orange County International Airport, or Los Angeles International 
Airport.   

 
L3-92 This comment has been addressed through the recirculated portions of the PEIR. No 

further response is required. Please refer to the PEIR, Section 3.1.5 – Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions, recirculated for public review from June 21 through August 6, 2018. 

 
L3-93 In accordance with CEQA Guidelines § 15064.4, the recirculated GHG chapter of the PEIR 

discloses aircraft emissions for the existing conditions (Table 3.1.5-1 Existing Conditions 
(2016) GHG Emissions Inventory), and future GHG emissions from operational activities 
under the Master Plan Update’s long-term forecast scenarios (Table 3.1.5-4 Project-related 
GHG Emissions from Operational Activities). Further, the Climate Change technical reports 
(PEIR Appendix H) quantify estimated emissions associated at build-out with and without 
the Proposed Project. These emissions calculations are based on the County’s forecast of 
projected aviation uses at the Airport, and only the FAA has the ability to regulate and 
enforce emission reduction measures for aircraft, including improvements to engine fuel 
consumption efficiency, refinement of fuel formulations, changes to flight tracks, and other 
potential approaches to reduce aircraft’s GHG emissions. For example, the FAA, aircraft 
manufactures, and aircraft engine manufactures have been implementing several 
technological advancements under the Continuous Lower Energy, Emissions, and Noise 
(CLEEN) Program. 

 

 
3 See, Govt. Code § 53090, et seq. & FAA Sponsor Assurances, Assurance No. 5. 
4 See, Bame v. City of Del Mar (2001) 86 cal. App. 4th 1350 
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 The FAA’s Air Quality Handbook, which is based on the federal Clean Air Act requirements, 
focuses GHG guidance on disclosure, rather than analysis based on specific quantitative 
criteria; “the GHG emission inventory results are not compared to the NAAQS nor any other 
significant criteria. Rather, the information is provided for informational purposes as a 
means of disclosing the project’s potential effects on GHGs and climate change.” Similarly it 
should be noted that the State’s Scoping Plan includes a statement that aircraft emissions 
are not included as the State does not have regulatory authority over these sources. 
Therefore, the State, like the County as lead agency for the Proposed Project, does not 
assess the significance of aviation emissions relative to statewide GHG emissions or 
reduction strategies. It should be noted the Carlsbad Climate Action Plan, includes similar 
language stating “[t]he city has little, if any, influence over airport operations, and emissions 
associated with airport flight operations are excluded because they occur in a regional 
context.”   

 
L3-94 This comment states that the GHG analysis of both construction and operations emissions 

should be explicitly guided by CEQA Guidelines §15064.4. The comment also states that 
the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Guidance for review of GHG impacts under 
NEPA is not applicable to the PEIR. The project’s GHG analysis is guided by CEQA 
Guidelines §15064.4. According to this section, “[t]he lead agency has discretion to select 
the model or methodology it considers most appropriate provided it supports its decision 
with substantial evidence.” Consistent with this guidance the County chose the appropriate 
models and methodologies for each emissions source as subsequently described in the 
recirculated GHG section of the PEIR. Please refer to the PEIR Section 3.1.5 – 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, which was recirculated for public review from June 21 through 
August 6, 2018. 

 
L3-95 This comment states the CAPCOA thresholds cited in the PEIR are outdated and 

inapplicable to the Proposed Project. The comment further states that the PEIR applied an 
improper efficiency threshold for construction impacts and applied an improper service 
population for the efficiency metric. These comments have been addressed through the 
recirculated PEIR Section 3.1.5 – Greenhouse Gas Emissions. No further response is 
required. 

 
L3-96 The comment states that the PEIR’s construction analysis improperly analyzed the 16 

project elements individually and the PEIR should combine all construction emissions. The 
comment further states that the total construction emissions should be combined with total 
operational emissions. These comments have been addressed through the recirculated 
PEIR Section 3.1.5 – Greenhouse Gas Emissions. No further response is required. 

 
L3-97 This comment states that the PEIR does not present an explicit quantitative significance 

threshold that is consistent with current scientific knowledge and state’s regulatory 
schemes. Please refer to the recirculated PEIR Section 3.1.5 – Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions, and the County’s responses to the City of Carlsbad’s subsequent Comment 
Letter (R-L3).  

 
L3-98 The comment states that the PEIR operational impact analysis improperly uses only a 

future baseline. Please refer to Response to Comment L3-74, which explains that the 
PEIR does not use existing conditions as its baseline for GHG emissions because potential 
changes in environmental conditions (i.e., greenhouse gas emissions) are anticipated to 
naturally change regardless of the County’s proposed facility improvements or approval of 
commercial air service operations (i.e., Proposed Project). The PEIR instead uses future 
conditions without the Proposed Project as a baseline as explained in Response to 
Comment L3-74. 
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L3-99 This comment states that the GHG emissions identified in the PEIR should be considered 
significant impacts. While the comment includes specific emissions data that was published 
in the PEIR, the comment does not provide a quantified threshold or other substantiated 
justification for reclassifying the impacts as significant. Also, please refer to the recirculated 
portions of the PEIR, and the County’s response to City of Carlsbad Comment Letter R-L3. 
The recirculated GHG chapter identifies that impacts would remain less than significant with 
no mitigation required. No changes have been made to the PEIR. 

 
 The comment also assumes GHG emissions data does not include Fixed Based Operators 

(FBOs)/tenants and requests the County to explain why these were not included in the 
emissions calculations. Emissions data associated FBOs/tenants (as well as other non-
commercial operations) were included in the recirculated PEIR GHG chapter Table 3.1.5-5. 
Table 3.1.5-5 identifies GHG emissions that would naturally result without the Proposed 
Project. However, because the County has no control over non-commercial aircraft (as 
noted in Response to Comment L3-70 and Master Response 7), the emissions identified 
in Table 3.1.5-5 are anticipated to naturally occur overtime whether or not the Proposed 
Project is implemented. Therefore, the County determined it would be misleading and 
uninformative to state that non-commercial aircraft emissions (such as FBOs/tenants) are 
attributable to the Proposed Project.  

 
 In other words, while GHG emissions from non-commercial operations were disclosed in 

the PEIR, only the discretionary project (i.e., construction improvements and commercial air 
service) is used for the impact analysis. No changes have been made to the PEIR. 

 
L3-100 This comment requests the PEIR be revised to describe the CARB 2017 Scoping Plan and 

the San Diego County CAP. The comment also states that the Proposed Project would be 
inconsistent with the aforementioned plans, and the commenter requests the County 
identify whether the Proposed Project would incorporate any measures from the County 
CAP. Please refer to the recirculated portions of the PEIR, which addressed these plans in 
a revised Greenhouse Gas Emissions chapter. 

 
L3-101 This comment states that GHG emissions associated with the Proposed Project should be 

considered significant, and the PEIR should identify mitigation measures or alternatives to 
avoid or less this impact. Please refer to the recirculated portions of the PEIR, which 
include additional information using project and site-specific data and analysis as well as a 
revised significance threshold. The revised Greenhouse Gas Emissions chapter identifies 
that impacts would remain less than significant with no mitigation required. 

 
L3-102 In response to comments received from the circulation of the Draft PEIR, a new Section 

3.1.10 Energy Use and Conservation was added. Please refer to the recirculated PEIR 
documents that were published for public review from June 21 through August 6, 2018.  

 
L3-103 This comment asks the County to consider whether the PEIR needs to be recirculated. As 

noted in previous responses, portions of the PEIR (including a revised Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions chapter) were recirculated for public review. No further response is required. 

 
L3-104 The PEIR (including Section 3.1.7 and Table 3.1.7-1) has been revised to reflect the 

location of the MALSR lighting system (which is owned, operated, and maintained by the 
FAA) east of El Camino Real. 

 
L3-105 As noted in the Reader’s Guide of the recirculated portions of the PEIR, potential shifts to 

the existing MALSR on the County-owned parcel just east of El Camino Real (Eastern 
Parcel) have been analyzed to describe the potential impacts to biological resources if, or 
when, the FAA funds relocation of their navigational aid lighting system. The County 
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reviewed Conservation Easement Deed #2004-1123441 to verify whether the relocated 
MALSR lighting system would impact the recorded conservation easement. The County 
confirmed that implementation of the Master Plan Update (including relocation of the 
MALSR) would not impact or encroach into the existing conservation easement. Also see 
new Final PEIR Figure 2.2-5 showing a delineation of the anticipated MALSR site within the 
Eastern Parcel. For a discussion of the City’s Comment II.B.6, please refer to Response to 
Comment L3-56.  

 
L3-106 As requested by this comment, additional City regulatory documents have been added to 

the PEIR Section 3.1.7.1.2. Please refer to the Final PEIR. These have been included for 
future consideration by the County; however, as noted in Response to Comment L3-45, 
the County retains immunities from the City’s land use restrictions. 

 
L3-107 Please refer to Master Response 5 (Airport Expansion / Public Vote) for discussion on 

the applicability of City of Carlsbad Code Section 21.53.015. Furthermore, this comment 
requests the County to elaborate on its position of land use authority, but this comment 
does not specifically identify an environmental issue with the PEIR analysis or proposed 
mitigation. Therefore, no changes to the PEIR have been made in response to this 
comment. 

 
L3-108 The County will continue to coordinate with the City of Carlsbad on the implementation of 

the Master Plan Update as individual plan components are developed. No changes to the 
PEIR have been made in response to this comment. 

 
L3-109 The Zone 5 Local Facilities Management Plan (LFMP) is addressed in the respective 

resource areas of the PEIR. Specifically, the PEIR Section 2.5.4.2 (Transportation and 
Traffic) addresses that the roadway “buildout” conditions identified in LFMP for Zone 5 have 
been mostly implemented. The Master Plan Update does not propose any new 
development that would conflict or prevent the surrounding roadways from being built-out, 
nor does the Master Plan Update necessitate the construction of new or improved 
roadways. Also, the Zone 5 LFMP does not identify any specific policies pertaining to the 
Airport. 

 
 Furthermore, in the Draft PEIR Section 3.1.7.2.2 (Land Use and Planning) starting on page 

3-92, it stated the following with regard to the LFMP: 
 

 “Under the City Growth Management Plan, new development occurring within the City is 
required to demonstrate conformance with both the Citywide Facilities and Improvement Plan 
and applicable LFMP. This ensures there are sufficient public facilities to serve any new 
development. However, no new development of commercial or industrial space is proposed at 
the Airport as part of the Master Plan Update (and LFMP Zone 5 does not include residential 
uses). Specifically, the [City] General Plan identifies the Airport as “Industrial Zone”, and the 
Master Plan Update does not introduce new uses that are inconsistent with this zoning 
designation. While the [City] General Plan does not focus on specific development restrictions 
within the County-owned property; nonetheless, the Master Plan Update does not propose 
adding or eliminating commercial or industrial space within or outside the existing Airport 
boundaries. In summary, the forecasted supply and demand of commercial and industrial 
areas (as outlined in the Citywide Facilities and Improvement Plan and LFMP Zone 5) would 
not be affected by the Proposed Project.” 

 
 The comment does not provide input or remarks concerning the PEIR’s environmental 

analysis; therefore, no changes to the PEIR have been made in response to this 
comment. This comment is included in the Final PEIR for review and consideration by 
the County Board of Supervisors prior to a final decision on the project. 
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L3-110 The Draft PEIR Section 3.1.7.1.2 (page 3-83; subheading Airport Land Use Compatibility 
Plan) stated the following: 

 
  “Cities and Counties with land use jurisdiction for areas around airports are required to 

ensure their general and specific plans are consistent with the ALUCP. The authority of cities 
and counties to adopt land use plans that are inconsistent with an ALUCP is constrained by 
State law. (Government Code Section 65302.3 & Public Utilities Code Section 21675.) The 
current ALUCP for the Airport was adopted on January 25, 2010 and amended twice on 
March 4, 2010 and December 1, 2011. In accordance with State Law, General Plan 
Guidelines (California Government Code Subsection 65302(f) and 65302.3) explicitly require 
local land use authorities (in this case, City of Carlsbad and the County) to either modify their 
respective general plans, specific plans and ordinances (including zoning designations) to be 
consistent with the ALUCP or to take special steps to overrule the findings of the ALUC.” 

 
 Upon a decision of a selected alternative by the County Board of Supervisors, County staff 

will initiate revisions to the ALP in consultation with the FAA and SDCRAA, as appropriate. 
Furthermore, at this time it is not known how the ALUCP revisions by the SDCRAA would 
affect the City of Carlsbad General Plan and associated documents. As this comment does 
not specifically identify an environmental issue with the PEIR analysis or proposed 
mitigation, no changes to the PEIR have been made in response to this comment. 

 
L3-111 This comment asks the County to clarify the land use and zoning designations of areas 

owned by the County as compared to the Airport fence line. As noted in Response to 
Comment L3-30, revisions were made in the PEIR to further clarify which properties are 
County-owned, and which of those properties are part of the active airfield or Proposed 
Project. Please refer to the Final PEIR, including Chapter 1, Figure 1-6, and Chapter 3.1.7. 
PEIR Section 3.1.7.1.2 has also been revised to cite the zoning and land use designations, 
according to the City of Carlsbad General Plan, for the Airport (i.e., active airfield) and 
Eastern Parcel. 

 
L3-112 Please refer to Master Response 5 (Airport Expansion / Public Vote) for discussion of 

City of Carlsbad CUP 172. As noted, the Master Plan Update is consistent with the CUP 
because it proposes changes to existing facilities that are necessary to provide for the safe 
and efficient operation of the Airport as required by federal grant assurances.  

 
 Furthermore, as part of the evaluated impact analysis, the Draft PEIR Section 3.1.7.2.2 

identified that, “[t]he County has not, as part of the Airport Master Plan process, identified a 
need to expand Airport facilities beyond the current provisions of CUP-172 or for a 
legislative enactment from the City such as a zone change or general plan amendment to 
support any changes to facilities recommended by the Airport Master Plan.” As the City has 
indicated in Council meetings and its website, “…the city’s legal team has concluded that 
the plan does not call for an expansion…The city has not identified any aspect of the 
master plan or its implementation that would require this kind of legislative action.” 

 
 The comment does not provide input or remarks concerning the PEIR’s environmental 

analysis and no changes to the PEIR have been made in response to this comment. 
 

L3-113 Whenever possible consistent with the County’s obligations to the federal government as a 
grant recipient, the County will endeavor to voluntarily seek approvals from the City and 
require its tenants and contractors to seek approvals from the City as a means of 
coordinating airport development with City land use requirements.  The County, however, 
has immunities from City building and zoning ordinances and cannot waive those 
immunities without risking a violation of its federal sponsor assurances.  (See, Govt. Code § 
53090, et seq. & FAA Sponsor Assurances, Assurance No. 5.) While these immunities 
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apply to projects by the County and other public agencies, they can also apply to projects 
by airports lessees and contractors.  (See, Bame v. City of Del Mar (2001) 86 cal. App. 4th 
1350.) The County will, accordingly, continue to voluntarily comply with CUP-172 and seek 
to require its airport tenants and contractors to comply with CUP-172, but reserves the right 
to assert immunities on its behalf and on behalf of its tenants and contractors to the extent 
provided by applicable law when necessary to comply with federal sponsor obligations or to 
meet County objectives.  

 
L3-114 The comment requests the PEIR to explain how the D-III Full Compliance Alternative may 

trigger the need for additional approval from the City or public vote pursuant to Carlsbad 
Municipal Code 21.53.015. Although potential selection and implementation of this 
alternative may require further review pursuant to City land use regulations, the comment 
does not provide input or remarks concerning the PEIR’s environmental analysis pursuant 
to CEQA. Further, the implications of City approval or Carlsbad Municipal Code 21.53.015 
are not applicable to the Master Plan Update’s environmental review and would be 
addressed at the project-level if this alternative is selected. Accordingly, no changes to the 
PEIR have been made in response to this comment. 
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Comment Letter L4 

L4-1 
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L4-1 
cont. 

L4-2 

L4-3 

L4-4 
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L4-4 
cont. 

L4-5 

L4-6 

L4-7 

L4-8 

L4-9 
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L4-10 

L4-11 

L4-12 

L4-13 

L4-14 

L4-15 
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L4-15 
cont. 

L4-16 

L4-17 



Letters of Comment and Responses   ATTACHMENT D-119  

 
County of San Diego  November 2021 October 2018 
McClellan-Palomar Airport Master Plan Update – Final PEIR   

 
  

L4-18 

L4-19 

L4-20 

L4-21 

L4-22 

L4-23 
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L4-24 

L4-25 

L4-26 

L4-27 

L4-28 

L4-29 
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L4-30 

L4-31 

L4-32 

L4-33 
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Response to Letter L4 

San Diego County Regional Airport Authority (SDCRAA) 
 
L4-1 The comment provides introductory remarks, and no response is required. 
 
L4-2 The most current FAA-approved Airport Layout Plan is dated July 2010. The Master Plan 

Update Exhibit 2.1 has been revised accordingly. 
 
L4-3 The Master Plan Update Table 2.2 has been revised to reflect the RPZ dimensions of the 

Airport’s existing conditions. Also see Master Plan Update Table 4.11 for B-II and D-III RPZ 
dimensions. 

 
L4-4 The County will work with the San Diego County Regional Airport Authority (SDCRAA) to 

provide the Master Plan Update and ALP after they have been approved by the County 
Board of Supervisors and FAA, respectively. 

 
L4-5 Exhibit 5.2 has been revised to correct the Airport facility dimensions, and the exhibit was 

published with portions of the recirculated Draft PEIR. The SDCRAA subsequently provided 
a letter included as Comment Letter R-L2 confirming it has no further comments. 

 
L4-6 Exhibit 5.3 has been revised to correct the Airport facility dimensions, and the exhibit was 

published with portions of the recirculated Draft PEIR. The SDCRAA subsequently provided 
a letter included as Comment Letter R-L2 confirming it has no further comments. 

 
L4-7 Exhibit 5.4 has been revised to correct the Airport facility dimensions, and the exhibit was 

published with portions of the recirculated Draft PEIR. The SDCRAA subsequently provided 
a letter included as Comment Letter R-L2 confirming it has no further comments. 

 
L4-8 Exhibit 5.5 has been revised to correct the Airport facility dimensions, and the exhibit was 

published with portions of the recirculated Draft PEIR. The SDCRAA subsequently provided 
a letter included as Comment Letter R-L2 confirming it has no further comments. 

 
L4-9 Exhibit 5.6 has been revised to correct the Airport facility dimensions, and the exhibit was 

published with portions of the recirculated Draft PEIR. The SDCRAA subsequently provided 
a letter included as Comment Letter R-L2 confirming it has no further comments. 

 
L4-10 Exhibit 5.7 has been revised to correct the Airport facility dimensions, and the exhibit was 

published with portions of the recirculated Draft PEIR. The SDCRAA subsequently provided 
a letter included as Comment Letter R-L2 confirming it has no further comments. 

 
L4-11 Exhibit 5.10 has been revised to correct the Airport facility dimensions, and the exhibit was 

published with portions of the recirculated Draft PEIR. The SDCRAA subsequently provided 
a letter included as Comment Letter R-L2 confirming it has no further comments. 

 
L4-12 The County understands and concurs that the term Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 

(ALUCP) has replaced the old term Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP). However, as 
the County’s Guidelines for Determining Significance still use the older term, it has been 
copied to demonstrate consistency. However, all analysis in the PEIR does use the new 
term, ALUCP. No changes have been made to the PEIR in response to this comment. 

 
L4-13 PEIR Figure 1-4 was revised and published with portions of the recirculated Draft PEIR. 

The SDCRAA subsequently provided a letter included as Comment Letter R-L2 confirming 
it has no further comments. 
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L4-14 PEIR Figure 1-5 was revised and published with portions of the recirculated Draft PEIR. 

The SDCRAA subsequently provided a letter included as Comment Letter R-L2 confirming 
it has no further comments.  

   
L4-15 PEIR Section 2.1.1 has been revised as identified by this comment.  
 
L4-16 PEIR Section 2.3.2.3 has been revised as identified by this comment. Regarding an 

additional figure showing parcel details, please see Response to Comment L4-26.  
 
L4-17 While the County acknowledges the ALUCP defines the 60 dB CNEL as a noise impact 

area, the ALUCP also states the maximum level for new residential development is 65dB, 
and new non-residential development can vary based on specific land uses. ALUCP Table 
IV-3 further states that City of Carlsbad General Plan discourages development of 
residential projects in excess of 65dB CNEL. Therefore, the PEIR has been revised as 
requested by this comment; however, for the purpose of noise compatibility, the PEIR 
impact analysis does not require revision. 

 
Furthermore, Table III-1 in the ALUCP establishes CNEL 60 dB as conditionally compatible 
for a variety of noise sensitive land uses, including residential land uses, contingent on the 
building structure being capable of attenuating exterior noise to an indoor CNEL of 45 dB 
(CNEL 50 dB in the case of animal shelters.) Other land uses are conditionally compatible 
at CNEL 65 dB, contingent on attenuation of interior noise to levels of CNEL 45 or 50 dB 
depending on the land use. Residential land uses are in fact incompatible in areas exposed 
to CNEL 65 dB. 

 
L4-18 The PEIR Figure 2.4-2 does not include an inset and the noise contour depicted is not 

derived from the ALUCP for McClellan-Palomar Airport. All noise contours in Section 2.4 
are from the noise technical reports prepared for the Proposed Project (Appendix D). 

 
L4-19 The PEIR Figure 2.4-6 does not include an inset map and the noise contour depicted is not 

derived from the ALUCP for McClellan-Palomar Airport. All noise contours in Section 2.4 
are from the noise technical reports prepared for the Proposed Project (Appendix D). 

 
L4-20 PEIR Section 3.1.7.1.2 has been revised as identified by this comment. No further response 

is required. 
   
L4-21 PEIR Section 3.1.7.1.2 has been revised as identified by this comment. No further response 

is required. 
 
L4-22 PEIR Section 3.1.7.2.2 has been revised as identified by this comment. No further response 

is required. 
 
L4-23 PEIR Section 3.1.7.2.2 has been revised as identified by this comment. No further response 

is required. 
 
L4-24 This comment has been addressed through the recirculation of portions of the PEIR. 

Specifically, several new figures were added to the PEIR regarding the placement and 
location of RPZs for each alternative. Please refer to the Final PEIR Figures 4-1b, 4-2b, 4-
3b, 4-4b, 4-5b, and 4-6b. The SDCRAA subsequently provided a letter included as 
Comment Letter R-L2 confirming it has no further comments. 

 
L4-25 PEIR Section 3.1.7.4 has been revised as identified by this comment. No further response 

is required. 
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L4-26 Figure 3.1.7-1 in the PEIR depicts San Diego County and City of Carlsbad land use 

designations within the CNEL 65 dB noise contour for year 2036 with and without the 
Proposed Project under PAL2 scenario. Also depicted is the future CNEL 65 dB contour 
from the current Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan. Because information on the 
designated land uses is provided in the figure legend, the information shown is sufficient for 
determining noise compatibility impacts. Parcel data is not warranted for this analysis. 

 
Also, neither Figure 2.4-2 nor 2.4-6 include an inset map, so it is not clear from this 
comment which information is requested. All cited figures include the sources of land use 
information. 

 
L4-27 PEIR Figure 4-1 has been revised to correct the Airport facility dimensions, and the figure 

was published with portions of the recirculated Draft PEIR. The SDCRAA subsequently 
provided a letter included as Comment Letter R-L2 confirming it has no further comments. 

 
L4-28 PEIR Figure 4-2 has been revised to correct the Airport facility dimensions, and the figure 

was published with portions of the recirculated Draft PEIR. The SDCRAA subsequently 
provided a letter included as Comment Letter R-L2 confirming it has no further comments. 

 
L4-29 PEIR Figure 4-3 has been revised to correct the Airport facility dimensions, and the figure 

was published with portions of the recirculated Draft PEIR. The SDCRAA subsequently 
provided a letter included as Comment Letter R-L2 confirming it has no further comments. 

 
L4-30 PEIR Figure 4-4 has been revised to correct the Airport facility dimensions, and the figure 

was published with portions of the recirculated Draft PEIR. The SDCRAA subsequently 
provided a letter included as Comment Letter R-L2 confirming it has no further comments. 

 
L4-31 PEIR Figure 4-5 has been revised to correct the Airport facility dimensions, and the figure 

was published with portions of the recirculated Draft PEIR. The SDCRAA subsequently 
provided a letter included as Comment Letter R-L2 confirming it has no further comments. 

 
L4-32 PEIR Figure 4-6 has been revised to correct the Airport facility dimensions, and the figure 

was published with portions of the recirculated Draft PEIR. The SDCRAA subsequently 
provided a letter included as Comment Letter R-L2 confirming it has no further comments. 

 
L4-33 This comment includes conclusion remark. The County appreciates the coordination and 

input by the SDCRAA on the Master Plan Update and PEIR. 
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Comment Letter O1 

O1-1 
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Response to Letter O1 

Rancho Vallecitos Mobile Estates 
 
O1-1 This comment expresses concern with low flying aircraft and the current Voluntary Noise 

Abatement Program (VNAP). Regarding the VNAP, please refer to Master Response 3. 
Regarding low flying aircraft, this comment pertains to existing conditions and ongoing 
operation of the Airport. This comment does not specifically identify an environmental issue 
with the Master Plan Update PEIR analysis or proposed mitigation. Therefore, no further 
response is required. This comment is included in the Final PEIR for review and 
consideration by the County Board of Supervisors prior to a final decision on the project, 
and no further response is required. 

 
Regarding the commenter’s concern of aircraft noise, County staff researched the location 
provided by this comment and confirmed the location is outside of the 65dB contour (i.e., 
less than 65dB) under all scenarios. Specifically, the existing noise condition at the location 
provided was estimated to be 53.46dB, and its future condition without the Proposed 
Project is estimated to be 56.33dB. Assuming full implementation of the Proposed Project 
(PAL 2), the estimated future noise condition would be 58.96dB. This is below the threshold 
of significance of 65dB CNEL. Although the comment pertains to existing noise conditions, 
there is no evidence the Proposed Project would result in significant noise impacts. 
Therefore, because the location would be outside of the 65dB contour, no significant noise 
impacts would occur, and no changes to the PEIR are required. Please refer to Master 
Responses 1 and 4 in addition to PEIR Appendix D for more information about the 
supplemental noise analysis conducted for additional locations.  



Letters of Comment and Responses   ATTACHMENT D-127  

 
County of San Diego  November 2021 October 2018 
McClellan-Palomar Airport Master Plan Update – Final PEIR   

  Comment Letter O2  

O2-1 



Letters of Comment and Responses   ATTACHMENT D-128  

 
County of San Diego  November 2021 October 2018 
McClellan-Palomar Airport Master Plan Update – Final PEIR   

Response to Letter O2 

San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc.  
 
O2-1 This comment states that the San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc. concurs with 

the PEIR’s determination that the Proposed Project would unlikely result in impacts to 
cultural resources. This comment is included in the Final PEIR for review and consideration 
by the County Board of Supervisors prior to a final decision on the project. 
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Comment Letter O3 

O3-1 
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O3-3 

O3-2 

O3-1 
cont. 
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O3-4 

O3-5 

O3-6 

O3-3 
cont. 

O3-7 
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O3-13 

O3-7 
cont. 

O3-8 

O3-9 

O3-10 

O3-11 

O3-12 
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O3-17 

O3-16 

O3-15 

O3-14 

O3-13 
cont. 
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O3-18 

O3-19 

O3-20 
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O3-21 
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O3-21 
cont. 
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Response to Letter O3 

South Vista Communities  
 
O3-1 The County acknowledges these introductory comments; however, they do not raise an 

issue concerning the analysis or adequacy of the PEIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088. Therefore, no further response is required. This comment is included in the 
Final PEIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors prior to a final 
decision on the project, and no further response is required. 

 
O3-2 This comment introduces that the following comments pertain to off-airport impacts. As 

those comments will be addressed below, no further response is required. 
 
O3-3 This comment includes an excerpt from the PEIR stating that an EIR shall identify areas of 

controversy. The comment cites their letter dated March 18, 2016 that was submitted during 
the Notice of Preparation (NOP) public review in which the commenter raised noise and air 
quality concerns. In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines, comments received during 
the NOP review period are intended to guide an agency’s preparation of an EIR but such 
comments do not require a response. Nonetheless, the PEIR did address noise and air 
quality resources, and it was determined the Proposed Project would result in less than 
significant impacts to these resources. No changes to the PEIR have been made in 
response to this comment, and no further response is required. 

 
Regarding the commenter’s concern of aircraft noise, County staff researched the location 
provided by this comment and confirmed the location is outside of the 65dB contour (i.e., 
less than 65dB) under all scenarios. Specifically, the existing noise condition at the location 
provided was estimated to be 38.62dB, and its future condition without the Proposed 
Project is estimated to be 40.19dB. Assuming full implementation of the Proposed Project 
(PAL 2), the estimated future noise condition would be 43.03dB. This is below the threshold 
of significance of 65dB CNEL. Although the comment pertains to existing noise conditions, 
there is no evidence the Proposed Project would result in significant noise impacts. 
Therefore, because the location would be outside of the 65dB contour, no significant noise 
impacts would occur, and no changes to the PEIR are required. Please refer to Master 
Responses 1 and 4 in addition to PEIR Appendix D for more information about the 
supplemental noise analysis conducted for additional locations. 

 
O3-4 The comment states that Draft PEIR Table S-2 is missing a discussion of air quality. Table 

S-2 is a summary of potentially significant impacts and their associated mitigation 
measures. As discussed in the published Draft PEIR, air quality impacts would be less than 
significant and no mitigation measures are required. Therefore, it would not be included in 
Table S-2. Please see PEIR Section 3.1.2 for a complete analysis of air quality. 

  
The comment also states that no noise impacts are identified resulting from aircraft. As 
discussed and analyzed in the Draft PEIR Section 2.4.2.1, the Proposed Project would 
result in less than significant noise impacts from aircraft. Therefore, it would not be included 
in Table S-2. Please see PEIR Section 2.3.2.1 for a complete analysis. 

 
O3-5 This comment includes an excerpt from the Draft PEIR, which states the County has no 

authority to control aircraft. The comment disagrees with this statement and claims the 
County is providing the cause of increased negative impacts. Please refer to Master 
Response 7, which reiterates that the County does not have the authority to limit how many 
aircraft use the airport or to limit the size of the aircraft landing at the airport. In exchange 
for providing federal (FAA) grant funding for making airport improvements, airport owners 
(like the County) must make binding commitments to the FAA on how it must operate the 
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public-use airport. This requires the County to make the airport available to "all types, kinds 
and classes of aeronautical uses." No changes to the PEIR have been made in response to 
this comment, and no further response is required. 

 
O3-6 The commenter states that the PEIR does not consider residential areas located east of the 

Airport.  The purpose of Section 2.4.1 is to describe the areas immediately surrounding 
where the Airport in order to establish the noise setting for the Proposed Project. The 
County used FAA’s methodology for determining the location and extent of airport noise 
impacts, and as discussed used a full year of actual flight data to establish the existing 
conditions regardless of jurisdictional boundaries. 

 
O3-7 Please refer to Response to Comment L3-68. As discussed in Section 2.4.2 of the PEIR, 

the County, as CEQA Lead Agency, used the FAA’s standard methodology and thresholds 
to identify potential airport noise impacts associated with the Proposed Project.  This is 
accomplished by preparing and comparing noise exposure contours for existing (2016) 
conditions, and future (2036) conditions using the CNEL noise metric.  In the state of 
California, CNEL is the required noise metric for analysis of impacts to airport projects and 
is accepted by the FAA in lieu of the DNL metric which is required on the federal level. Per 
the FAA, DNL and CNEL account for the noise levels of all individual aircraft events, the 
number of times those events occur, and the period of day/night in which they occur. Both 
noise metrics average aircraft sound levels at a location over a complete 24-hour period, 
with a 10-decibel (dB) adjustment added to those noise events occurring from 10:00 p.m. 
and up to 7:00 a.m. the following morning. The 10-dB adjustment has been added because 
of the increased sensitivity to noise during night time hours and because ambient (without 
aircraft) sound levels during nighttime are typically about 10-dB lower than during daytime 
hours. In addition, CNEL includes a 4.77-dB adjustment added to noise events occurring 
during the evening from 7:00 p.m. and up to 10:00 p.m. (FAA Order 1050.1f, Desk 
Reference, Ch. 11, Noise and Noise-Compatible Land Use). 
 
CNEL levels in the City of Vista are not identified as part of the analysis because as shown 
on PEIR Figures 2.4-4 and 2.4-5, the noise contours do not extend into the City of Vista. 

 
O3-8 The comment asks for the current CNEL in Vista. Please see Response to Comment O3-

7. 
 
O3-9 The comment asks for the current DNL in Vista. Please see Response to Comment O3-7. 
 
O3-10 The comment states that none of the noise contours include Vista. Please see Response 

to Comment O3-7. 
 
O3-11 The comment states that noise levels in Vista have not been monitored. Please see 

Response to Comment O3-7. 
 
O3-12 This comment states that ambient air quality conditions in the City of Vista have not been 

studied and are not being monitored. The comment also states that a black substance has 
appeared on their home when low-flying began flying over their neighborhood in 2013.  

 
The San Diego County Air Pollution Control District operates eight monitoring sites across 
the San Diego Air Basin that collect pollutant data. The monitoring network has been 
designed to provide criteria pollutant monitoring coverage to the majority of the inhabited 
regions of the County. The PEIR Appendix F (Air Quality Impact Technical Report) cited the 
three mentioned stations because they are the closest in proximity to McClellan-Palomar 
Airport. The monitoring stations collect data throughout the region across jurisdictional 
boundaries. The purpose of the monitoring stations is to measure ambient concentrations of 
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the pollutants throughout the region and determine whether ambient air quality meets State 
and Federal air quality standards.  

 
The comment also states that “black gunk” has been deposited by aircraft. It is unclear what 
substance the commenter is referring to, but the County presumes the commenter is 
referring to air quality criteria pollutants (or soot). The project’s Air Quality Impact Technical 
Report analyzes whether implementation of the Master Plan Update would result in excess 
pollutants, including particulate matter such as soot, in accordance with established 
thresholds. As noted in PEIR Tables 3.1.2-6 and 3.1.2-7, the project would not exceed 
applicable thresholds, and therefore would not result in a significant air quality impact. 

 
O3-13 The comment states that air quality emissions have not been measured above the houses 

within the City of Vista, and the commenter requests that air quality measurements be 
taken on the ground in the aircraft flight paths. Analysis of a project’s potential impact on air 
quality does not require measuring or calculating emissions based on a specific location 
(such as the flight paths within specific neighborhoods). Rather, County of San Diego 
Guidelines require the study of criteria pollutants that would be emitted by the project 
regardless of the location in comparison to established quantified thresholds. Furthermore, 
the County (including Air Pollution Control District) does not have established thresholds for 
evaluating or regulating aircraft emissions as they are not stationary sources; therefore, the 
FAA-approved Aviation Environmental Design Tool (AEDT) was used for evaluating air 
quality emissions. As discussed in the PEIR, the project would not exceed Federal 
thresholds; and therefore, would not result in a significant air quality impact. 

 
O3-14 As discussed in Section 3.1.7 of the PEIR, the land use and planning analysis focuses on 

the Airport property associated with the Master Plan Update. As noted in the PEIR, all 
elements of the Master Plan Update are located within existing County-owned properties 
(including MALSR relocation on Eastern Parcel). Where applicable, the PEIR does analyze 
environmental resources that are not localized to the Airport (e.g., air quality, greenhouse 
gas emissions, noise).  

 
The land uses cited by the commenter are existing land uses as approved by the SDCRAA, 
FAA, and the City of Carlsbad. As noted, the PEIR was prepared to analyze potential 
environmental effects associated with the proposed activities identified in the Master Plan 
Update through 2036. CEQA Guidelines do not require an agency to analyze effects of the 
Airport’s existing operational activity, but to look at the potential impacts associated with 
implementation of a proposed project.  

 
Furthermore, the Master Plan Update does not introduce new uses, and involves the 
continuation of existing aviation uses as outlined in the Airport Master Plan Update 
consistent with the City General Plan industrial zoning designation. No changes to the PEIR 
have been made in response to this comment. 

 
O3-15 The Airport Influence Area is defined in the ALUCP by the San Diego County Regional 

Airport Authority, and is not part of the Master Plan Update. No changes to the PEIR have 
been made in response to this comment. 

 
O3-16 Please refer to Master Responses 3, 4, and 6. As noted, the PEIR was prepared to 

analyze potential environmental effects associated with the proposed activities identified in 
the Master Plan Update through 2036. CEQA Guidelines do not require an agency to 
analyze effects of the Airport’s existing operational activity, but to look at the potential 
impacts associated with implementation of a proposed project.  
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The Proposed Project site has been under active ongoing aviation operations as a public-
use airport since opening in 1959, and the Airport precedes most of the surrounding 
development and land uses. Most of these surrounding uses have been in continuous 
operation for almost 60 years. No changes to the PEIR have been made in response to this 
comment. 

 
O3-17 The comment asks why commercial airline activity is not being considered in the PEIR. The 

PEIR did analyze forecasted operations of commercial airline activity as part of the 
Proposed Project. The excerpt identified by this comment was intended to explain that the 
physical improvements proposed in the Master Plan Update are expected to occur 
regardless of commercial airline activity. In other words, the identified improvements are not 
being proposed to accommodate commercial airline activity. No changes to the PEIR have 
been made in response to this comment. 

 
O3-18 This comment states that no mitigation is proposed for aircraft that fly over the City of Vista. 

Please refer to Response to Comments O3-3 and O3-4. 
 
O3-19 The comment states there is no mitigation for air quality emissions. As discussed above in 

Response to Comments O3-12 and O3-13, the project would not result in significant air 
quality impacts. Therefore, no mitigation is required. 

 
O3-20 This comment repeats that air quality emissions should be measured on the ground in the 

aircraft flight paths within residential neighborhoods in the City of Vista. Please see 
Response to Comment O3-13, which states that the scientific method for analyzing air 
quality does not requiring measuring or calculating emissions based on a specific location. 

 
O3-21 This comment includes noise complaints concerning existing aircraft operations from other 

City of Vista residents. Please refer to Master Responses 3 and 6, which explains aircraft 
operations are part of existing conditions and an ongoing use of the Airport. The Master 
Plan Update is intended to create a new blueprint for development of the Airport over the 
next 20-year planning cycle. As such, the PEIR was prepared to analyze potential 
environmental effects associated with the proposed activities identified in the Master Plan 
Update through 2036. 

 
The County acknowledges the comments; however, they do not raise an issue concerning 
the analysis of adequacy of the PEIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.  
Therefore, no further response is required. This comment is included in the Final PEIR for 
review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors prior to a final decision on the 
project, and no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter O4 

O4-1 
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Response to Letter O4 

Distinctive Projects Company, Inc.  
 
O4-1 This comment states support for the Proposed Project. While this comment does not 

specifically address the adequacy or accuracy of the environmental analysis provided in the 
PEIR, this comment is included in the Final PEIR for review and consideration by the 
County Board of Supervisors prior to a final decision on the project. 


